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SUMMARY 

The United States has relied extensively on its Militia/National 2uard 
and Reserves in every major war in its history, except for the Vietnam War* 
That only a diminutive mobilization occurred for the Vietnam War was a 
remarkable departure from past policy and an aberration in US mil. tary 
history. 

This study provides an examination of the mobilization and use of Army 
National Guard (ARNG) and Army Reserve (USAR) fortes for the Vietnam War. 
The study first reviews (Chapter 2) the historical mobilization experiences 
of the United States in order to gain an appreciation and perspective of the 
mobilization and use of the Militia/National Guard and Reserves throughout 
US history.  Then, the study examines (Chapter 3) the extent to which the 
President and his civilian and military advisers considered mobilization 
during the first 3 years of the Vietnam ground war and the rationale behind 
the nonmobilization during this period.  The examination then focuses 
(Chapter 4) on the 1968 mobilization for the Vietnam War and addresses in 
detail what happened regarding the Army Reserve Component forces involved. 
The study ends (Chapter 5) with conclusions and interpretations relative to 
mobilization in general and to the partial mobilization for the Vietnam War. 

I Historical Mobilization Perspective 

The United States has never maintained, nor thought seriously of 
maintaining during peacetime, a Regular Army of sufficient size to meet the 
needs of war.  The United States has engaged in nine major wars, and 
extensive reliance has been placed on the Citizen-Soldier in the first eight 

j of them.  In addition, the Citizen-Soldier Army has been utilized in 
numerous minor wars and domestic disturbances throughout history. 

The proposition that the National Guard and Reserves would be called 
into active Federal Service had been proven in every major war (and the 
Berlin Crisis of 1961) involving US Army forces.  Because of this historical 

I perspective, and because the US Army was organized and functioned based upon 
a mobilization precept, there was, luring the beginning of the Vietnam War, 
an unquestioned belief that mobilization of the Guard and Reserves would, of 
course, occur. 

1965-67 Nonmobilization for the Vietnam War 

The first momentous year of the Vietnam War regarding manpower was 1965, 
when 44 combat maneuver battalions of the United States and its allies were 
deployed to RVN beginning 8 March 1965. When this buildup of ground combat 
forces began, the ARNG and USAR had a Ready Reserve paid strength of 695,000 
organized into 23 divisions, 11 separate brigades, and some 8,000 units. 

During the first 3 years of the Vietnam ground war (1965-67), 
mobilization of the National Guard and Reserves was a major tonic of 
consideration by the President and his military and civilian advisers.  From 
the onset of the buildup of ground combat forces in South Vietnam, 
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mobilization was favored by the Secretary of Defense, the entire Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the National Security Advisor, the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments many members of Congress, the National Guard and 
Reserve leadership, a.id others. 

On 1 January 1960, the total US Army strength in Vietnam was 800.  On 1 
January 1965, the number totaled 14,700.  Calendar year 1967 ended with a 
Presidential decision of a troop ceiling of 525,000. 

President Johnson refused to declare a national emergency, to seek 
congressional legislation for a mobilization, or to seek a declaration of 
war.  During the period 1965-67, the President rejected all recommendations 
for a mobilization.  The principal reason for these decisions was his 
overriding concern for the domestic political arena.  Never before in US 
history had a President declined to use in war military forces whose very 
purpose was for such utility. 

1968 Mobilization for the Vietnam War 

When calendar year 1968 began, American Army combat units had been 
fighting in Vietnam for 34 months.  The Regular Army strut tire in January 
1968 included 19 numbered divisions, with a total Army strength of 1.5 
million.  The divisions were stationed in CONUS, RVN, Korea, and FRG, with 
only 4 2/3 divisions remaining in the Strategic Army Reserve. 

The Army National Guard and Army Reserve had, in early 1968, a combined 
Ready Reserve unit strength of 680,000, plus an Individual Ready Reserve 
(IRR) of over 540,000.  The unit force structure of the ARNG and USAR 
included 8 combat divisions, 13 training divisions, 21 separate combat 
brigades, 2 engineer brigades, 7 support brigades, 250 separate combat 
battalions, and other units.  The Selective Reserve Force (SRF) had evolved, 
since its inception in 1965, into a balanced three-division force, and had 
attained the highest level of mobilization readiness in the history of the 
Reserve Components (RC). 

On 25 January 1968, President Johnson directed, by Executive Order, a 
partial callup of the RC as a result of the USS Pueblo incident of 23 
January.  Twenty-eight units with 14,801 unit members were mobilized:  6 
units and 593 members of the Navy Reserve, 14 units and 9,340 Air National 
Guard, and 8 units with 4,868 Air Reserve.  No Army National Gu-vd, Army 
Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve, or Coast Guard Reserve units or individuals 
were called.  Although the 25 January mobilization was n.v. ordered 
specifically for Vietnam, four of the Air Nat iota 1 Guard um. s (tactical 
fighter squadrons) were deployed to RVN in May 1968.  All a** ~t the 
activated Naval Reserve units were demobilized by the end of caienac year 
1968, as were seven of the eight Air Reserve units.  By December i .'cl\ 
all of the units mobilized under the 25 January 1968 order wee deactivated* 

Only 8 days after «he Pueblo was seized by the North Koreans, the 
Vietnamese TET Offensive began (31 January), with a strength and intensity 
that caught the US command and the American public by surprise.  General 
Westmoreland requested reinforcements on 12 February.  The JCS again 
recommended a mobilization, but Secretary McNamara (and other*; wer.e opposed. 
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On 13 March, the President decided to deploy additional forces to Vietnam 
and also approved a partial mobilization of the RC. 

The actual mobilization order for the Vietnam War was dated 11 April 
1968, directing the mobilization to occur on 13 May.  The legal authority 
fcr the mobilization was not based o.i a declaration of emergency nor a 
declaration of war, but rather on authorizing language contained in the i967 
DÜD Appropriations Act (Public Law 89-687).  Seventy-sin units of the ARNG 
and USAR entered active duty on 13 May 1968 with a strength of 20,034.  In 
addition, 2,752 members of the IRR were mobilized. 

The 13 May 1968 mobilization had two objectives:  (1)  provide troops 
for actual deployment to Vietnam, and (2)  provide troops to build up the 
strategic reserve in CONUS.  Forty-three units were deployed to Vietnam and 
33 units were nondeployed.  The mobilization had two unique features 
relative to the US experience:  it was the small*st mobilization for a major 
war and was the most delayed mobilization in US history. 

The 1968 mobilization had many nonunique characteristics—features which 
had occurred during earlier mobilizations, including the following: 

. Mobilization planning was completely inadequate. 

• Unit selection criteria were ill-advised and ill-applied. 

. Alert messages and the public information program were ill-timed 
and poorly prepared. 

• Personnel actions were poorly planned «nd problems were numerous. 

• Stationing plans were developed late and with considerable 
difficulty. 

. Equipment shortages were many, distribution was chaotic, and 
logistics requirements were based on fault* assumptions* 

• Unit training requirements exceeded DA assumptions. 

. Unit integrity was widely violated. 

The 76 units mobilized on 13 May served on active duty from 14 to 19 
months.  Demobilization of all units was accomplished by 12 December 1969. 
The Army's demobilization was characterized by disinterest, and poor 
planning, policy, and execution. 

Three grand conclusions stand out among those regarding mobilisation of 
Guard and Reserve forces throughout US history (including the Vietnam War): 
(1) extensive initial reliance on the Reserve Components has prevailed 
throughout all of US history (except the VN War), and early mobilization has 
been a factor on which has depended the successful prosecution of US warj; 
(2) the Militia/National Guard and Reserves have never been properly 
equipped during peacetime; and (3)  mobilization has never been adequately 
planned.  The amazing truth of history is that these three arrangements are 
contradictions, rather than mutually supporting mobilization dogma. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Backvrourd 

The I'nire-i Stat. s has relied extensively on its Mi Litia/National Guard 
and Reserves to ever* major wir in its history, except tor the Vietnam War, 
That only a diminutive .aobilization occurred for the Vietnam War was a 
remarkable departure f roa past policy and an abtrration in US military 
histor>. 

Lyndor B. Johnson wa< the fourth consecutive US President committed to 
battling ( Jirmurists i" Southeast Asia.  When he took the oath of office on 
22 November 1**63, there were io, J3o US military personnel in Indochina, and 
when he lwt>arted the presidency on 20 January 1969, JS military personnel in 
South Vietnam numbered S42,400.  tn 1965, when rhe fir^t ground combat 
troops wer« deployed to the Republic of Vietnam (RVN), the President 
declined to mobilise the Reserve Components,  .ie refused again in 1966 aid 
196/. 

Two miniature mobilisations were finally ordered in 1968. ihe first 
occurred on 25 January, a reaction to the USS Pu.'blo incident, involving a 
callJ? of l-*,S0i unit «embers of the Navy Reserve, Air National Guard and 
Air Reserve. The second mobilization occurred on 13 May, specifically for 
tne Vietnam War in reaction to the TET offensive. le involved 20,034 unit 
«embers in 76 units of the Army National Guard (ARNG) ,~nd US Army Reserve 
(USAR), plus 2,752 members of the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR). 

Purpose 

The major purpose of this study is to examine what occurred with respect 
to the mobilisation and use of Army National Guard and Army Reserve forces 
for the Vietnam War.  The purpose is both with knowledge for its own sake 
and with knowledge for its contribution to practical concerns in future 
ncüilizations. 

^cooe 

The study first reviews previous American mobilization experiences  o 
gain an appreciation and perspective of the mobilization and use of the 
Mi iitia/National Cuard and Reserves throughout US history.  Then, the study 
examines the extent to which the President and his civilian and military 
advisers considered mobilization during the first 3 years of the Vietnam War 
and the rational4 behind rejections of that option.  The examinaticn then 
focuses on the 1963 mobilization for the war and addresses in detail what 
happened to the Army Re3erve ComponentM (RC) forces involved.  La*tt the 
study provides conclusions relative to mobilization in general and ^o the 
partial mobilization for the Vietnam War in particular. 



Methodology 

Primary research Tor Chi« study was conducted using off* '%\  reports, 
studies, and books* Other relevant facts were acquired by telephone and 
personal interviews with members and former membets of AÄNG and USAR 
units mobilized in 19o6. 

Limitations 

This i tudy, a histor> c f mobilization with primary focus on the 
mobilizatijn for the Vietnam War, does not address current mobilization 
plans or evaluate their s :&tus.  Any individual's writing will be 
determined not only by the facts as discoveied by research but also by 
his values» which determine the import of the facts f*,r him. 
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CHAPTER 2 

HISTORICAL M03IUZATION PERSPECTIVE 

In studying the history of the decision not to fully mobilize the 
National Guard and Reserves during the Vietnam War, and in assessing the 
significance of what did occur, the mind's eye needs a clear picture of 
the US historical mobilization experience« 

A simple but grand arrangement is discoverable araidot what has been a 
commanding feature of America's early wars, namely that the history of 
the US Army is a history of two armies:  a citizen army (known as 
Militia. National Guard and Army Reserve) and a Regular Army*  This 
chapter briefly summarizes the reliance on and use of the Citizen 
Soldiers throughout the first eight major US wars.  This historical 
overview will shed light on the significance of the decision not to fully 
mobilize during the Vietnam War in the I960's.  Foregone conclusions are 
that the arguments and the decisions regarding mobilization during the 
Vietnam War were directly related to the experiences of the partial 
mobilization during the Berlin Crisis in 1961; and that the   *re*ter 
historical mobilization experience of the United States influenced the 
military and public attitudes and expectations about mobilization for the 
Vietnam War. 

The Rcots of Mobilization Tenets 

The military manpower doctrine of the Colonies« inherited from the 
German and English background in Europe, provided the roots of 
mobilization philosophy in the United States.*  The word Militia 
ouoodies that dogma.  This Militia foundation began in America at 
Jamestown in 1607, and the noun "Militia," with various adjectives, 
recurs again and again in American history« The Organized Militia System 
developed by the Colonies, from which the National Guard is a modern 
outgrowth, is the military institution that the American people have 
relied on extensively—and sometimes exclusively—to raise military 
manpower for their wars« 

Curing the colonial period, military preparedness and use were based 
entirely on the Militia concept, which meant that every able-bodied man, 
w:thin prescribed age limits, was required to possess arms, to be carried 
or. muster rolls, to train periodically, and to be mustered into service 
(mobilized) for military operations whenever necessary«  The draft laws 
of World Var I were based upon these common law principles and thereafter 
became the law of the land*  Selective Service laws and mobilization 
.utliority merely extended the local Militia responsibilities from the 
State to the Federal Government, although this development  evolved 
slowly* 

Each colony had, from its inception, a deep concern and interest in 
its own defense, even though the collective defense of all colonies was 
not part of colonial thinking*  Each of tne independent colonies 
carefully established and maintained its own civilian control over its 
Militia.  There was considerable fear of and aversion to a "standing 
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Army." The value of 4 prompt mobilization was thoroughly respected« as 
was a prompt demobilization following hostilities. There were several 
partial mobilizations for specific incidents and campaigns» but never a 
full mobilization of the Colonial Militia for a war outside the colony. 

Revolutionary War 

The Revolutionary War was fought and won by the Militia, the 
Continental Army» and French forces.  The Massachusetts Militia (the 
Lexington Company of the Massachusetts Volunteer Militia) clashed with 
the British garrison of Boston at Lexington and Concord on 19 April 
1775.* The American Regular Amy, begun by the Continental Congress on 
14 June 1775, consisted of a Continental Army of 10 companies jf 
riflemen.3  General Washington's Continental Army was composed of 
Militia units from the Colonies and of volunteers and draftees. General 
Cornwallis was opposed at Yorktown by a mixed force of 5,700 
Continentals, 3,200 Militiamen, and 7,800 French soldiers (and a French 
fleet).  The Colonies had approximately 500,000 men engaged during the 8 
years of war, with a peak, strength of 35,000, against a British force of 
about 42,000 soldiers.4 

With independence won and a peace treaty signed on 3 September :"'33, 
the Continental Congress ordered the Continental Army disbanded vexcept 
for 80 men).  The Organized Militia continued in the states.  The new 
Federal Government became operative under the Constitution on 30 April 
1739.  'The Articles of Confederation governed the new nation from 1781 
to 1789.) The first session of the First Congress passed an act on 29 
September 17?9 establishing a Regular Army in the service of the United 
States in which the officers were appointed by Federal authority and 
swore allegiance only to the United States.5 

The Organized Militia, with its origins in the earliest colonial 
settlements of North America, provided the root and foundation of our 
mobilization experience«  The United States never has maintained a 
sufficient active military establishment to satisfy the manpower needs of 
war.  Throughout US history, following the establishment of active 
services, the Organized Militia has been relied on to reinforce our 
a t i ve forces in t iraes o f war.  (Re I iance on the Organized 
Militia—specifically the National Guard—has also occurred for purposes 
other than war, as will be addressed later in this chapter.)  A brief 
review of the reliance on and use of the Organized Militia in the major 
wars of the United States and during the Berlin Crisis of 1961 follows. 

War of 1812 

The period between the successful conclusion of the Revolutionary War 
and the War of 1812 saw several Federal laws of direct importance to 
mobilization.  The First Congress passed an act which established the 
President's authority to call (requisition) the Militia into Federal 
service in emergencies.  However, proposals for establishing a 
well-regulated, veil-trained Militia under Federal supervision with 
Pederal standards were not adopted by this Congress, nor any other, for 
over 100 years. 
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The Second Congress passed the Militia Lav of 1792, which, as 
amended, remained the basic mobilization measure in the United States for 
111 years (until 1903).  This law reaffirmed the Common Militia 
principles, established by the Colonies, of a compulsory military 
obligation for all free white males between the ages of 18 and 45 and the 
obligation of the Militia to arm themselves.  The law also prescribed 
organizing the states1 Militia into divisions, brigades, regiments, 
battalions, and companies, to be officered by the respective states. 
Service was limited to 3 months in any one year.  Standards and 
procedures were left to the individual states, with no Federal finance, 
supervision, uniformity, or enforcement.  The 1792 Militia Act did not 
create, or cause to be created, a well-organized or well-equipped 
Militia.6 

ft 
Various laws were enacted between 1798 and 1812, all having the major 

mobilization characteristic of reliance on the volunteer Militis, rather 
than the common Militia, in the event of needed manpower.  The Militia 
system continued largely unchanged. The most significant new law was the 
Act of April 1808, which, for the first time, provided Federal financial 
support ($200,COO annually) to arm and equip the Militia. 

In January 1812, the 12th Congress passed legislation authorizing the 
President to accept 30,000 Federal volunteers from Militia companies, aud 
on 10 April 1812, Congress increased the callup authority to include 
100,000 State Militia for a period of 6 months.  The Militia were to be 
raised by state quotas, although several governors refused to comply, 
maintaining that the law was unconstitutional.  In any event, the Militia 
call relied upon Militia members volunteering for Federal service. 

The War of 1812 (18 June 1812-24 December 1814) against Great Britain 
was partly fought in Canada; thus a major issue at that time (and 
s bsequently) was the legitira^.e use of the Militia outside the United 
States. The historic*' use of ehe Militia was as a home defense force, 
and the language ia the Cons tit«—ion heeded that fact by stipulating tht* 
Congress could ''provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the law. 
of the union, to suppress insurrection, and repel invasions." 

The Regular Army was authorized an aggregate strength of 35,603 at 
the beginning of the War of 1812, but was short of this number by 
28,859—having an actual strength of only 6,744.  At its highest point, 
at least half of the Army was composed of volunteer Militia organizations 
on extended duty.7 An estimated 458,000 Militia served during the War 
of 1812.8 

One of the principal manpower issues in this war was the term of 
enlistments, which had plagued General Washington earlier, and was to 
confound the United States thereafter—even during the Vietnam War.  Of 
the individual enlistments, 398,000 were for 6 months or less, and 
another 60,000 served a little more than 6 months.  Only 10,000 men 
enlisted under terms of one year or longer.?  Nevertheless, the most 
cignificant fact about mobilization in the War of 1812 was that the 
Militia was indispensable to the war effort. 



Mexican War 

a 

The next Federal cell that went to the states wee caused by the wer 
with Mexico—the third major US wer.  Between the end of the Wer of 1812 
end the war with Mexico (April 1846-March 1848), mobilization planning 
received scant emphasis« Even the little attention given to mobilization 
during this period by Secretary of War Calhoun did not include provisions 
for the improvement or use of the Militia.  Nevertheless, the war with 
Mexico was fought by the United States with ehe Regular Army, volunteers, 
and with Organized Militia Units« 

The Act of 13 May 1846 (the day that war was declared by Congress and 
signed by the President) provided for a maximum of 50,000 volunteers (men 
from units of the Organized Militia) to serve 12 months or to the end of 
the war.  In addition, the President was authorized to call the Militia 
into Federal service for 6 months, r.tther than the 3 months provided by 
the Militia Act of 1792. This later provision waa nor invoked, since the 
war was fought entirely on foreign soil, and therefore it waa thought 
impossible to call the Militia who might claim constitutional immunity 
against being used as an invading force. Rather than use the Militia Act 
of 1792, or even the Militia clause of the Constitution, volunteers were 
sought, and Congress understood that the volunteers would be acquired by 
enlisting formations of volunteer Organized Militia into Federal 
service.  Eilene Galloway sums up the Mexican War by stating "That 
enlistments should be for the duration of a war is a lesson that might 
have been learned, but 13 years later the country became involved in the 
Civil War and began with enlistments of only 3 months."1-0 Over half 
the soldiers served in the Mexican War for one year or less, a practice 
that forced General Scott to halt his campaign in enemy territory for 
months while he awaited new soldiers to replace those whose enlistments 
had expired. *•* 

When the Mexican War began, the Regular Army numbered 7,365* During 
the war, 42,374 men served in Regular Army formations and 73,532 served 
in state-provided Militia Units* Since many short-time volunteers served 
more than one tour, names were duplicated on various unit rosters.  The 
total number of volunteers in service at a given time probably never 
exceeded 50,000.i2  Nevertheless, major reliance was placed on the 
Militia, as had been true in all of US history to that point* 

Civil War 

The manner of raising manpower during the American Civil War 
(1861-65) can be summed up by stating that the initial reliance was on 
mobilizing the Citiz*. —Soldier.  Interestingly enough, both the North and 
South based their mobilization authority on the same law—the Militia Act 
of 1792, as amended in 1795. The significant manner of raising manpower 
during the Civil War was to use conscription* The first Conscription Act 
in American history was passed by the Confederate States on 16 April 
1862. The North also adopted this method with its Enrollment Act of 3 
March 1863.l3  The Army of the United States numbered 16,367 at the 
beginning of the war. At least 2.5 million men served in the Union Army, 
while the Confederate Army employed approximately one million 
soldiers. 1* 



I Spanish-American War 

[ 
During ehe perioo between the end of the Civil War and the «inking of 

£ Che battleship Maine in Havana Harbor on IS February 1898, no Federal 
legislation waa enacted regarding manpower for mobilization.  The Militia 
Acts of 1792 and 1795 continued.  During the Spanish-American War (24 
April-12 vigist 1893), manpower procurement WAS not a problim, because 

* the war lastet ci-.ly 10)  days«  The tegular Army was .uppleraented by a 
Presidential call to the States to provide Organized Militia (National 
Guard) units tor Fodenl service, to serve for 2 year4 or for the 
duration of the war, whichever was shorter,  Tne Militia organizations 
were accepted as units, but since the volunteers were intended for 
overseas service, the Guardsmen were sworn in as individual volunteers to 
obviate constitutional controversy.  On I Apiil 1898, the Regular Army 
totaled 28,1*3.l5 Vhen the wai ended, the Regular Army totaled 58,688 
and the Vjlu.ueei Army numbered 216,129.^  Of this number, the 
National Guard provided 8,20/ officers and 162,747 enlisted men.*' 

Tetweer Wars 

ftftfcsnajr ,he Spanish-American War and tforld War I, Federal legislation 
significantly changed tie manpower mobilization readineas *hich had 
existed since ehe hilitia Act of V792.  The iirst of these new law« 
improving the Mil'.tia program was the landmark Militia Act of 21 January 
'903 (popularly known as the Dick Act after its sponsor, Congressman 
Lharleb F. Dick of 0*iio).  Tne 1903 Act **l the first Federal law ever 
passes which attempted to implement the Constitutional mandate for 
Congress "to provide for organizing, arming and disciplining the 
Militia." Thjs the Militia Act of 1792 was ended after 111 years.  The 
Dick Act, as amended by the Militia Act of 27 May 1908, provided for 
Federal aid to be pa:j 10  the states for their Militias; established the 
same organization, armament and discipline for the Organized Militia 
(National Guard) as tne Regular Army; limited Federal service to 9 
months; and reuoved the restriction limiting service of the Militia to 
th? Continental United States.  This litter provision was subsequently 
abrogated by the US Attorney General who declared in 1912 that service of 
the State Militia outside the United States would be unconstitutional. 
The A:t also provided for regular inspection of toe Militia by the 
Regular Army, authorized joint maneuvers by the Organized Militia and the 
Regular Army, and required training standards to be achieved.  The 
Organi/fiU Militia continued to be state forces by this legislation.*" 

The A-.ay Reserve—later designated the Regular Army Reserve and still 
iater tUs US Army Reserve—vu established by the Reserve Act of 24 
Augujt 1^12. The law, which continued until tu«: Mexican Crisis in May 
1916, provided for an Army Reserve which consisted of men furloughed to 
it after 3 years of active service. After 2 years of operation, this Act 
resulted in 16 men being transferred to the Army Reserve.1' 

In 1914, Congress established by lev what had evolved as the 
prevailing military mobilization concept:  the Regular Army was the first 
line of defense, the State Militia (National Guard) the second line, and 
a Volunteer Army the third. This new law, the Volunteer Act of 1914 (The 
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Hay Bill)* permitted the President to call for volunteers oniy after 
congressional authorisation to do so and required the President to accept 
Militia units (National Guard) which volunteered with three-fourths of 
their enlisted strength before calling for volunteers.  Only after the 
Militia were afforded the opportunity to volunteer could other units be 
raised. The President retained the authority to call out the Militia and 

" use it within the Continental United States, but he could not use the 
Militia, or the volunteers, outside the United States without 
congressional authorization. ° 

H The most comprehensive military legislation passed by Congress during 
its first 127 years was the National Defense Act of > J*.ne 1916, which 
remained the foundation of Reserve planning until 1955.  Many of its 
concepts remain in force today.  Even before its passage, President 
Wilson stated before Congress on 8 December 1914:  "We oust depend in 

f- every time of national peril • • • not upon a standing army ... but 
»* upon a citizenry trained and accustomed to arme."2'-  Among other 

notable provisions, this lav made the National Guard (the name adopted as 
the official designation in the Act) a component of the Nation's defense 
establishment and, when in Federal service, a part of the Army of the 
United States. This act required that National Guardsmen agree in their 
enlistment contract to obey the President and defend the US 

* Constitution. Guard units were to have 48 drill periods a year plus 15 
days of field training, with Federal funds to pay for drills«  The act 
also reaffirmed the traditional doctrine of universal military 
obligation, but clearly nationalized the obligation, as opposed to 
limiting the obligation to the state« 

«• The National Defense Act of 1916 also created an Organized Reserve 
Corps, to consist of the Officers Reserve Corps (ORC) and the Enlisted 
Reserve Corps (SRC).  These two categories were intended to make 
immediately available in wartime a large number of officers (up to the 
grade of Major) and enlist:i men in five branch specialties:  Engineer, 
Signal (including Aviation). Quartermaster, Ordnance, and Medical.  The 
National Defense Act of 1916 was a triumph over the Continental Army 
Plan, which was strongly influenced by the writings of General Upton and 
advocated by much of the Army. With this law, the historical limitation 
on the use of the Militia/National Guard was finally resolved; the 

\ National Guard when "in service of the United States" was part of the 
• Army, and therefore could be uaed anywhere with the Regular Army« 
• 

The 1916 Mobilisation 
I-  
I 
I On 9 Miiy IS 6, the National Guard of three states was called into 
i Federal «n.r»i.o and assign*»! to duty on the US-Mexico border to bolster 
L Regular #*nsj   ces wOd*t General Pershing's "Punitive Expedition*" On 

18 June, mos "..'   .he remainder of the National Guard (coast artillery 
units were not called) tlso was nationalized for the same purpose«  The 
Guardsmen mobilized on 9 May were called as "Militia" under the 
Constitution's Militia clause to "repel invasion."  The terms were as 
volunteers for 3 months under the Dick Act of 1903«  On the other hand, 
the mobilization of 18 June occurred under the authority of the new 
National Defense Act of 1916, with those called serving not as Militia 
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but as men obligated to Federal service«  The 1916 mobilization of the 
National Cuurd brought 158,664 men into Federal service.** 
Approximately half of the Guard members who were mobilized for border 
duty were «till on active duty at the time the United States entered the 
first World War.  About 3,000 members of the Regular Array Reserve were 
mobil.zed on 28 June 1916.  The border was stabilized during the fall of 
1916 and General Pershing's forces were withdrawn from Mexico during the 
period 28 January-5 February 1917. ^ 

World War I 

The Unitei States declared war on Germany on 6 April 1917 (Europe had 
been at war sinca July 1914, and the Lusitcnia was sunk in May 1915). 
The Army forces which were established at that time (governed by the 
National Defense Act of 1916) consisted of the Regular Army, National 
Guard, Officers1 Reserve Corps, Enlisted Reserve Corps, Regular Army 
Reserve, National Guard Reserves, and ROTC.  In addition to mobilizing 
these forces, manpower initially was secured through voluntary 
enlistments.  A draft subsequently was implemented as authorized by the 
Selective Service Act of 18 May 1917, which also authorized calling the 
entire Guard into Federal service and defined the terms of service for 
everyone (Regulars, Guard, and draftees) as being for the duration of the 
war.  This act and the National Defense Act of 1916 provided a 
legislative basis on which to raise an Army at the beginning of a war for 
the first time in US history. 

The troop allocation program established cadres for new Regular Army 
regiments by drawing men from old Regular Army regiments and then finally 
filling both the old and new units with volunteers. National Guard units 
were filled by National Guard recruits and by draftees. 

The strength of the Regular Army was 127,588 on 1 April 1917. 
Additionally, National Guard forces in Federal service at that time 

' (mobilized for the Mexican border) totaled 30,446. On 5 August 1917, the 
I balance of rb« National Guard (101,174 in state service) was mobilized. 

The Army Reserve was mobilized on 1 May Uli  and 30 June 1917, providing 
8,355 men.  The Officers' Reserve Corps and the Enlisted Reserve Corps 
contributed 7,957 and about 10,000 respectively.  The Selective Service 
System brought 2,801,373 men into the Army during its 18 months of 
activity (18 May 1917-11 November 1918), and voluntary enlistments 

! totaled 877,438.  In sum, the Regular Army started (1 April 1917) with 
I2?,5i8, and the mobilized National Guard and Reserve provided about 
208,000 at the war's beginning.  During World War I, the Guard provided 
the AEF with 382,000 men and with 17 divisions.  The Army totaled 
3,685,458 on ?1 November 1918.24  Forty percent of the 43 divisions in 
the American Expeditionary Force were National Guard Divisions, and the 

' Guard Divisions had more total combat days than either the Regular Army 
Divisions or ehe National Army Divisions.25 

Between World Wars 

Mobilization planning between World Wars I and II was intense. 
Debates in 1919 and 1920 centered on the choice between a large standing 



army backed up by a draft, or a small standing army backed up by * large 
National Guard and Reserve« The choice, made by Congress in the national 
Defense Act of 4 June 1920, vas for continuation of the system that had 
evolved during US history.  In brief, the Army would be composed of a 
saall Regular Army, the National Guard, and the Organized Reserves.^6 

Between 1920 and 1940, numerous mobilization plans were 
developed.2'  Central problems faced by all the planners during this 
period were force structure and associated manpower availability. The 
fact that all mobilization plans assumed that the Guard and Reserve would 
be mobilized on M-Day was particularly sigc'ficant. There were no 
serious challenges (if any) to this assumption« Little significant 
mobilization legislation was enacted between the two World Wars, beyond 
the Act of 1913 which amended the National Defense Act of 1916 and 
established the "National Guard of t.he United States'* as a Reserve 
Component of the US Army. This law gave the Guard a dual status as 
Militia of the states, under the Militia clause of the Constitution, and 
as a permanent Reserve Component of the US Army, under the Army clause of 
the Constitution« The law also assured that Guard forcations would be 
used in war as units, rather than its members serving as individuals.^° 

World War .11 

World War II began in Europe when Germany attacked Poland on 1 
September 1939« Two days later, England and France declired war on 
Germany. On 8 September 1939. President Roosevelt declared a "limited 
national emergency" by Executive Order and directed a small increase in 
the manpower authorization of the Regular Army and the National Guard. 
The President's Order rlso authorized placing Reserve Officers on active 
duty to expand the Regular Army's Officer Corps.  In addition, National 
Guard drills were increased from 48 armory drills per year to 60, and 
annual field training was increased from 15 to 20 days« The Regular Army 
was authorized an increase of only 17.000, to bring its strength to 
227,000. The National Guard would be increased by 43,000 fcr a total of 
235,000.29 

These changes to authorized strength of the Regular Army and the 
National Guard were surprises tc Army mobilization planners because every 
mobilization plan had assumed mobilization would begin on a specific day 
(M-Day) when the entire national manpower would become available* There 
were no plans for a partial mobilization.  Contrary to this basic 
mobilization plan, the Army and National Guard modestly increased their 
strengths through late 1939 and 1940 without the United States being at 
war.  In effect, a premobilization period was occurring for which there 
were no plans. 

On 9 April 1940, Germany invaded Denmark and Norway, and on 10 May 
attacked the Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg«  Italy entered the war 
against England and France on 10 June.  France signed an armistice on 22 
June.  In that briet period from 9 April to 22 June 1940, much of Western 
Europe had fallen to German control« 

During this time period, President Roosevelt requested legislative 
authority (on 31 May 1940) to bring the National Guard into Federal 
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service. The President had at the time the legal avchority co federalize 
the Guard by Executive Order without any congressional action, but that 
authority prohibited use of the mobilized National Guard outside the 
United States.  Interestingly, Chief of Staff Marshall urged the 
Secretary of War and Congress not to mobilize the Guard prior to the 
outbreak of var. 

Mobilization of in« National Guard and the R??erves was approved by a 
Joint Resolution t-t Congress on 11 August 19VJ, anä on 16 September 1940, 
Congress en£Ct;-.d the first peacetime draft in th* nation's history. Both 
measures prohibited employment of Reserves and uratrees beyond the 
Western Hcnisrhtre (except in US territories and possessions), and both 
it\n mobilisation authorization sr.d the d*art limited th: tern« of service 
to 12 nontha.^0 

In late 1940 and early .941, a major problem facfw by Army planners 
was the possible concurrent mobilization an*1 demobilization which wou*d 
eventually «rcur because the National Cuard and the Selective Service men 
were limited ^3 one yaar of service.  The whole bani: concept of 
jiobiliza*:ic*tt .tad teen predicated on the belief that mobilization meant 
all-out wa? and that no restriction -JOUIJ affect length of service during 
the irnr«  Service exten&ro* i w*^re alno a mstt*»r of high interest to 
Guardsmen, cheir f< mi lias, irs Congrass, ai\d the ^er.*;ral public.  On 7 
anJ. i2 August 1941, the Se »te and House epprov^d an extension of service 
o.r the National Guard, dra-.^ees, and Reserve Officer.* (the House carried 
by a vote of 203 to 202).  Later, on 31 Decowbe^ 1941, Congress extended 
the obligation of the 1-year tour to the duration of tiit war plus 6 
months. 

Then ehe United States entered World War II at the end of 1941, the 
nation was becter prepared Cor war than any time in its history. 
Nevertheless, oesoite the prewar preparedness, rapid deployment of Army 
force** cver&.Jcjs wan not possible because of many Uniting factors, 
including training, transportation, sad tcute shortages of equipment for 
the Gcard and Heservcs. 

•\t fhe bejrvnni»;g of the war in Europe in September 1959, the Regular 
\r*rv tjtaied 137,393.  Mobilization of the National Guard occurred in 22 
iacremencs beginning September 19&Q and ending 6 October 1941.  The Guard 
brought* 300,CJ. men into Federal service and, by Pearl Harbor day, more 
i>.an 77,000 Re. erv^ Officers bad bee a assigned to active <!uty.  By 
neuester 1941, the Army had grown to 1,666,403,  The Army's strength at 
•;e end of tVe war (en 31 May 1945) w*s 8,291,336, including t lose in the 
Ann*/ Air Force i« 

When the United States entered the war in 194i, 36 divisions were 
available (on  paper):  16 Regular Army, two Army of the United States 
(Reserve* and L8 National Guard. ^ During 1942, 37 new divisions were 
created, through a cadre system, whereby experienced officers and 
enlisted men were withdrawn trom existing divisions to form tue 
organizational and training nucleus of new divisions.  Enlisted men were 
shipped directly to C>.a new divisions i:om reception centen.  The War 
Department envisioned 10-12 moo/hs as the time required from activation 
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of a new division to its being combat ready* By the end of World War II, 
the Army had formed 91 divisions, but twice demobilized one of them (2d 
Cavalry Division), having 89 divisions in fact." 

The first American division to deploy overseas against Germany (to 
North Ireland in January-March 1942) was the 34th Infantry Division—a 
National Guard division composed entirely of Guard units from Minnesota, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Iowa.  The first division to be sent 
overseas against Japan (to Australia in April 1942) was the National 
Guard1s 41st Infantry Division from Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and 
Washington.  The first Army division to engage in hostile operations 
(against the Japanese in New Guinea in September 1942) was the 32d 
Infantry Division, which consisted exclusively of National Guard units 
from Wisconsin and Michigan.3^ 

Fo1lowing World War 11 and demobiIization, the Army's thoughts 
returned to the historic preoccupation in peacetime of the manpower 
question:  how to prepare to quickly acquire adequate numbers of capable 
soldiers in the event of war.  By this time, the concept had been widely 
accepted among Army leaders to rely on Citizen-Soldiers through units of 
the National Guard and Army Reserve, and through universal military 
training.  However, despite the active support of President Truman for 
universal military training, an unwilling Congress rejected the notion 
and instead extended Selective Service in 1945. 

Korean War 

On 25 June 1950, North Korea invaded South Korea. The United Nations 
Security Council established a UN Command on 7 July 1950, under a US 
commander.  At first, the American government anticipated a very limited 
need of US Army combat forces, but because of the strength of the North 
Koreans and casualties suffered by ROK and US forces, the Regulars could 
not alone field sufficient forces.  A mobi? \zation became necessary. 
Unlike the two World Wars, time was limited for mobilized forces to be 
equipped, trained, and employed in combat. 

When the Korean War began, the US Active Army had a strength of 
591,487 with an organization of 14 divisions:  four were stationed in 
Japan (1st Cav, 7th Inf, 24th Inf, and 25th Inf); one was in Germany (1st 
Inf); and the remaining nine divisions were in the United States (2d and 
3rd Armored, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 9th, and 10t! Tnf and llth and 82nd 
Airborne).35 The four divisions in Japan "had less than 70 percent of 
authorized strength, were short of supporting weapons, and had light 
tanks only."36 Only the 82nd Airborne Division was at full strength in 
equipment and personnel.  All other divisions were manned at 65 to 75 
percent of their authorized TOE strength.  Nondivisional units were 
inadequate to provide combat support due to their personnel and equipment 
status. Mobilization stocks, which consisted of World War II items, were 
unbalanced, below planned level, and in a poor state of maintenauce.37 

At the start of the Korean War, the Army National Guard «as organized 
into 27 divisions, 20 regimental combat teams (RCT), and other units for 
a total of 4,863 Federally recognized units.  The total strength waa 
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324,761, which was 93 percent of its authorized strength.  Only 72 

percent of its officer positions and 25 percent of its warrant officer 
positions were filled.35 

When the Korean War began, the Army Reserve consisted of both units 
and manpower pool?.  The units, called "Active Reserve,*' had a strength 
of 134,015, and were the only elements of the Array Reserve that were 
authorized paid drills.  The two nanpover pools were the Volunteer 
Reserve, with 3 strength of 324,602, and the Inactive Reserve, with 
91,800 members.  The strength of the two manpower pools was about 75 
percent of that authorized.• 

The Selective Service Extension Act of 1950 (Public Law 599, 8lst 
Congress) autnorized the President to order the Guard and Reserve to 
active Federal service for not more than 21 months (extended to 24 months 
by the 82d Congress).  President Truman delegated tj the Secretary of 
Defense, by Executive Order 19271 signed in 1951, the authority to order 
individuals and units of the Reserve Components into Active Federal 
service.  The method of raising manpower for the Korean War was by a 
limited mobilization, a draft, volunteers, and by extending enlistments 
(for one year).  During t>e first year of the war, more than two million 
men and women entered active military service, of which more than 
one-third came from the National Cuard and Reserve Forces.  Another 
or.e-thiru were voluntary enlistments and less than a third were 
draftees.40 

The selection of units for the limited mobilization was partially 
based on a recommendation by General Hark Clark, Commander of Army Field 
Forces.  He recommended activating one or more of the following six ARNG 
divisions:   28th  (Pennsylvania),  29th  (Virginia-Marylrnd),  3lst 
(Mississippi-Alabama), 37th (Ohio), 45th (Oklahoma), and the 50th (New 
Jersey).  Clark considered these divisions to be the best trained, best 
equipped, and uo&t ready.  This recommendation was not adopted because 
the units wer1 uot evenly distributed geographically, and because their 
selection vciid aggravate the already serious transportation problems of 
the Army.  The final selection included divisions from each of the CONUS 
A 4» Army areas. • 

Beginning 14 August 1950, 1,457 ARNG units were mobilized, including 
eight of the 27 Guard divisions (28th, 31st, 37th, 40th, 43rd 44th, 45th, 
and 47th) and three of the 20 RCT's (196th, 278th, and 296th).  The 
induction strength of the eight divisions, as a percent of the full TOE 
of 18,800, varied from 37 percent to 55 percent.  In addition to the^e 
units, 43 AAA battalion * and 714 company-size units of the Guard were 
also mobilized.  In all, 138,600 officers and enlisted men of the 
National Guard were federalized during the Korean War—which was 34 
percent of t.ie Cuard's strength.^2 

Two of the mobilized Guard divisions were deployed to Korea (40th and 
45th) while two divisions (28th and 43rd) were sent to Germany to 
strengthen allied forces there.  The remaining four divisions were 
retained in the United States, and were used exclusively as training 
divisions and AS   sources for individuals, into and out of which 
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Ouardomen, draftees, and volunteers were shuttled to Korea and elsewhere 
lev supplement the Army's rotation policy.  The Secretary of the Army 
reported on this Guard mobilization:  ". . . the Army National Guard was 
called upon to fulfill its traditional role as a vital emergency military 
foi.ee.  It has carried out that duty capably and earnestly."** 

The Army Reserve provided 934 units (out of 6,687 units) during the 
1950 mobilisation.  A total of 46,920 officers and 150,807 enlisted 
persons were called, of which 41,424 officers and 121,500 enlisted were 
mobilized as individuals.  Thus, the majority of the Reservists called to 
Federal Service had not been undergoing unit training, and were used (as 
were many Guardsmen) as individual fillers and replacements.  The Army 
Reserve contributed a total of 244,300 officers and men during the war, 
not including 43.CC0 Reserve officers who were on active duty at war's 
beginning.  This number represented about 71 percent of the 0RC strength 
as of June 1950.  During the first year of the war, Reservists had von 6 
of the 27 Hedals of Honor presented, and one-fourth of the other top 
combat decorations.^ 

The Universal Military Training anu Service Act of 1951 decreed that 
all male citizens between 18 1/2 and 26 years of age who cither joined or 
were drafted into the Active armed services also incurred an obligation 
in Reserve service.  The Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 created three 
categories or   Reserves to which the Guardsmen anc Reservists might be 
assigned:  The Ready Reserve, the Standby Reserve, an<* the Retired 
Reserve.  The President was authorized to call up to one million Ready 
Reservists without congressional action, but congressional action was 
required for calling the other two categories.  Tnis 1952 Act also 
established seven Reserve Components (which continue to the present 
time), and included the new tern "ihe US Army Reserve," which replaced 
the term "Organized Reserve Corpa" (ORC)45 

The moat perplexing Army manpower problem during the Korean War was 
the question of who was to serve. Not all of tue Naticnal Guard and Aray 
Reserve were needed, nor were all eligible men of draft age*  The 
question of distributing fairly the burdens of war was never 
satisfactorily answered, and this issue was to occur again during the 
Berlin Crisis and the Vietnam War. 

The most vital and immediate need at the beginning of the war was for 
trained personnel to  fill units,  train recruits,  and provide 
replacements.  The mobilization concepts and plans in effect immediately 
prior to Korea all called for full mobilization, based on World War II 
experience, and thus the limited mobilization of 1950 c .••sed considerable 
difficulties.^  The decision was, as expressed by the Secretary of the 
Ktjft   "to leave the Organized Reserve virtually intact while calling up 
men from the Volunteer and Inactive Reserve."^' 

Ihe result of this policy was to call first those Reservists who were 
World War II veterans and who had not been paid to train (nor had been 
trained) since the previous war.  At the ISM time, large numbers of men 
who nad never served in the Armed Services were deferred from the draft. 
This double jeopardy of veterans and inequity were very controversial* 
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The Artiei Fore »a Act cf 1952 attempted to redress this problem by 
assuring rhat those persons who had done tVe most in earlier wars would 
not have to carry the major burdens in tne future.  it also reaffirmed 
priority of the National Guard to be called ahead of the Reserves.  A 
paradox was rhat persons who had performed r.o duty at all in the war 
incurred no obligation whatever, while those inductee (if they survived) 
had 6 iiore years in the Reserve after active duty. 

Vrnen the Korean War ended (27 July I95'i), the number of US divisions 
had grown t.o   30 (including the 8 Guard divisions).  One division was 
stationed in Jatan (1st Cavalry Division); J were in Germany (2d Armored, 
1st, 4th, 28th, and 43rd !.:fantry Divisions); 7 were .n Korei '?nj, 3rd, 
7trh, *^th, 25th, ^ .'th, <;nd 45th Infantry Divisions); and t''.e remaining 17 
were in the 'united States (5th, oth, 8th, 9th, 10th, 3lst, 37th, 44th, 
4 7c. Infant*> Divisions, l Ich, 82nd, and 101st Airborne Divisions, and 
1st, li, 'ft, öth. and 7th Arrr.ored Di v: sion.O .*** 

Tne *or ^v W;»i wa° a tix.e of half "peace, half—w*r; of mobiiiza- ion 
and J-taobi I i/at ion. During rY 52, for example» th ret Strengtn ot the 
Array inert1 naed b5fQQG. Yet, ir that period, 465,000 me.i er.tere .. the 
Array. and 40C ,0 • ) wore rt leased, and so it went *or the duration jf the 
wir. - 3*fore tne signing of the Armistice on 27 July 1953, the United 
StJtes had raised 5,764,143 officers anc enlisted p«roonn?l. Serving in 
-ho UJ Arm/ diring the w.ir were 2,d34,000 uith i maximum strength on 30 
!;:e 1953 of 1, 53«,8l5.^iJ 

The Keinen War had an imnense impi.'t on military strategy and on 
concepts of war.  It provji that absolute naval superiority, the moat 
masstvv air tcrj-1 on earth, and atomic boebs wer« unable either to 
prevent the wn or to win tr. Conventional force a were required. 

The Korean W3 • was our first limited war in the 20th century; limited 
in ita objective, in geographical boundaries, in use ot weapon«, and in 
use of OACpOver,  Indeed, the very term "limited war'* was introduced by 
Cenercl Gecrg-^ Marshall (Secretly of State) during ln5l congres« i'-nal 
hearings, wnich appears to be the tir^t use of tne ter;.i by a hi?h level 
offi.ial.^  rha K ir<-an War also caused the United States to reaffirm 
th • historical net ton tnat mobilisation of National Guard and other 
Reserves w.ia necessary in wir and that reliance on Reserve Forces was as 
•*nse tial in the nuclear age as it had been in the past.  However, there 
vere two ame.vl.it. its to tht: Dob: iixatlun principle:   CD   full 
<LCbiliz*tion *nighc not oe necessary; and (It     hasty uobi ii zat i'-n might be 
reeded with little time to prepare mobiliied forces tor war. 

B.'tw*;- n the ypTe-in War and lie Berlfr. Crisis 

En his first semiannual rtport following th* Korean War, Secretary of 
Cefense Wilson seated:  ". • . trained Reserve units must b* available) 
f"or deployment immediately, not 9 to 12 months later.  We are not 
satisfied with the present capacity of • ur Reserve forces to m^et these 
reqnirement».  A greater state of readiness for our Reserve forces is 
essential . . . ,•*"  thii concept :". - iwdiate depl-v-meut nf the 
Jur.rd L-r R-*seive was new as a defense requirement, and later became known 
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a« trie Total Force Policy.  The lack of reaiiness «I the Guard and 
Reserve was not new.  Two conditions have historically impeded readiness 
of the Militia/Guard and Reserves:  inadequate manning levels ."id 
equipment shortages.  Prior to the Dick Act of 1903, the colonies/states 
wer* responsible for these conditions» but since then Congress and the 
War (Defense) Department have been responsible for these rea lines« 
impediments. 

The state of readiness of the Regular Army for immediate use in war 
alsc appears worthy of investigation.  At tne time that President Traman 
authorized General MacArthur to use ground forces in Korea (30 June 
1950), the four US Regular Divisions in Japan were woefully understren2th 
and deficient in supporting weapons."  jhe Regular Army has, since its 
birth, experienced readiness frustrations due to manning and equipping 
restrict ions. 

The equipment status of the Guard and Reserve improved significantly 
following the Korean War but, neverthe less,  remained  inadequate. 
Facilities for operations, training, maintenance, and storage remained 
far short of -"equirements.  These facts and others were reported by the 
Reserve Force Policy Board (RFt'B) in 1953, and subsequently.^** 

An historically signifirant event to the US military was the absence 
of a large demobilization following the Korean W»r.  The kind of huge 
demobilization that occurred following World War II (and all previous 
wars) was avoided.  For the first time, a military manpower posture of 
peacetime preparedness for the Regulars was established. 

Following the Korean Wai , the Active Forces obtained manpower by 
volunteers, the draft, and requests for Guard and Reserve volunteers. 
For example, during PY 54, the Guard and Reserves provided 54,000 men of 
th* 708,000 enlisted personnel entering active duty.  At the end of FY 
54, 334,000 members of the Gcard and Reserves were still serving with the 
Active forces. 

Thf period between the end of the Korean War in 1953 and the Berlin 
Crisis of 1961 was extremely sedulous for the National Guard and the Army 
Reserve.  Reorganisation of the Guard and Reserve into the three distinct 
ca^epories-"-Pf»Hdy,  Standby,  and  Retired  Reserves—continued,  in 
accordance with the Armed Forces Reserve Act of L952.  All members of the 
National Guard and members of Rrserve units belonged (and still belong) 
in the Ready Reserve.  In addition, the Ready Reserve included (and still 
includes) individuals who were not members of units and who were not in a 
training pay category.  It is important to realize that the terns "Ready 
Reserve** and "Standby Reserve" actually represent the degree of liability 
for call to Active duty and do not represent readiness.  For example, on 
I July 1953, 1,749,^08 members of the Ready Reserve were not on active 
duty, but only 575,37 7 of them were actually in training.  It is also 
important to note that the Ready Reserves in 1954 had the objective of 
being ready to fight "within a year" of mobilization.^ 

During FY 54, the Army National Guard began to integrate its 
antiaircraft artillery units into the defense of the Continental United 
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States (CONUS).  This air defenbe mission was a dramatic change in the 
history of the Army Guard, because the participating AAA units were 
performing a full-time, 24-hour duty Federal mission while under State 
status.  By 30 June 1954, 10 Guard AAA batteries had taken over Active 

S 7 
Army sites*-3' 

The Guard's Air Defense Program continued successfully for 20 years. 
\fter its star, with antiaircraft guns in 1954, the Guard adopted the 
NIXI-AJAX missile system in 1957, and then the NtKE-HERC'.'LES missile 
system in 1962.  As of 3C June 1973, 4,491 officers and men of the Guard 
were in the program, located in 27 batteries and 11 battalions in 10 
states.  This program constituted over 50 percent of the total commitment 
of the Army Air Defense Command. •  In 1974, the Secretary of Defense 
directed the phase-Dut of the Army portion of the C0NUS air defense, and 
by October 19 74 all the Guard's Air Defense Program units had been 
deactivated.^ 

During the post-Korean War period, many reorganizations of Cuaid 
units occurred (and many were still occurring a decade later during the 

Vietiara War).  On 30 June 1954, the Army Guard was organized into 5,003 
units, not including 722 units that were still on Active duty (.which 

included the 44th and 47th Infantry Divisiona).  The troop list at the 
end of FY 54 included 27 divisions (25 Infantry und 2 Armored), 19 

regimental combat teams, 112 antiaircraft battalions, and 50 field 
artillery battalions.60  Just 5 years later (end of FY 59), the ARNG 
structure included 27 divisions (21 Infantry and 6 Armored), 34 air 
defense artillery battalions (NIKE), 23 air defense artillery automatic 
weapons battalions, 32 air defense artillery gun battalions (75 mm and 90 
rn), 58 field artillery battalions, one regimental combat team, 8 armored 
cavalry regiments and 10 Infantry battle groups.61 

Numerous reorganizations and branch changes resulted.  For example, 
in FY ^4, the 40th Infantry divisio- and elements of the lllth Ancorrd 
Cavalry were converted to an Armored division, and the 114th Regimental 
Combat Team converted to an armor group;6^ in 1955, 60,000 Guardsmen 
shifted from Infantry to Armor; in FY 56, the 149th, 150th, and 157th 
Regimental Cor.oat Teams converted to an Armored group, a Cavalry group, 
and an Artillery group* 3  At the same time, many changes were 
occurring to the type of weapons being issued, such as conversion to M48 
tanks. 

The Army Reserve had a total strength of 798,026 at the end of FY 
53.  That year marked the beginning of the implementation of th- Armed 
Forces Reserve Art jf 1952, necessitating a complete revision of the 
Arrny';» Reserve program, policies, and regulations.  On 30 June 1953, 
about 4,800 company-sized units were in the Army Reserve, organized into 
Infantry divisions, and separate battalions for combat, combat support, 
and combat service support.6*  At the end of FY 57, the Army Reserve 
poitior of the Ready Reserves totaled 1,008,438 members.  Their units 
included 10 Infantry divisions, 12 Infantry Training divisions, 3 
maneuver area commands, 156 combat battalions. 1 separate Infantry 
regiment, and 5,569 company-sized units.  The number of Reservists in 
units totaled 229,848.6* 
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At ehe end of FY 59, ehe Army Reserve structure included 10 Infantry 
divisions, 13 training divisions, 2 maneuver are« commands, L Infantry 
battle group, 2 Engineer amphibious support brigades, 63 combat 
battalions, 53 noncombat type battalions and 138 major headquarters. The 
strength of the Array Reserve at the end of FY 59 was about the same as 
two years earlier (1,008,837), and the number of Reservists authorized 
drill pay  status vis 298,b42.66 

During the first Eisenhower Administration, Congress passed the 
Reserve Forces Art of 1955, which placed increased reliance on the 
Reserves, and projected enlarging the Ready Reserve to 2,900,000 men by 
1970.  The Act attempted to correct the manpower acquisition problem, 
whicti had caused much resentment during the Korea War, by curbing the 
possible recall of combat veterans in future mobilisations. The Reserve 
Forces Act of 1955 was also important to the readiness condition of the 
National Guard and the Reserves.  Among other provisions dealing with 
enlistment obligations, the Act permitted 6 months of active duty for 
basic training by Guardsmen and Reservists.  Subsequently, 6 months oT 
active duty fo~ training became mandatory for nonprior service enlistees 
in the Guard and Reserves."' 

B^rlin Crisis 

In the sti.x.»er of 1961, ehe Soviet Union precipitated a crisis over 
the :tatus of Serlin.  The United States elected to respond by 
conventional means, in lieu of the "massive retaliation" strategy of the 
time.  The reaction required an increase in US general purpose forces. 

The Kennedy strategy of freedom of choice (which was deemed the 
fundamental principle of war by Marshal Foch) w \s made clear by the 
President in his address to the nation on 25 July 1961:  'We intend to 
have a wider choice than humiliation cr all-out nuclear war." The new 
strategy of "flexible response" implicitly recognized the probability of 
limited wars and » vide range of threats from nuclear war to guerrilla 
insurgencies. This preamble led to the October 1961 partial mobilization 
**>f the Guard and Reserve.  The historical significance of that 
•nobilization for the Berlin Crisis should not be overlooked:  for the 
first (and only) time in US history the Reserve forces were mobilized not 
to fight a war but as a pure instrument of foreign policy (as distinct 
tram  military policy)." 

\t the tim« (30 June 1961), the Regular Army numbered 859,000 (11,000 
below authorized level) and had 14 divisions, 11 of them combat-ready. 
?ive ot the Regular divisions were in Europe, three were in the Pacific 
region (two in Eighth Army and one in Hawaii), and th» remaining six 
•*ivisions were in CONUS (three of which were engaged primarily in 
training functions).  Throughout the \ctive Army a significant shortage 
or personnel and equipment existed."' 

nt the tine of the Berlin Crisis, the Army National Guard had a force 
structure of 27 combat divisions, 11 separate Infantry batt'e groups, 8 
Arc)rad regiments, II medium tank battalions, 91 missile and Air Defense 
Artillery battalions, 57 Field Artillery battalions, and hundreds of 
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additional units«  The Army Reserve structure included 10 Infantry 
divisions, 13 training divisions, 1 Infantry battle group, 2 Engineer 
brigades, 63 combat battalions, 53 noncombat battalions, and other 
headquarters and units.  Like the Active Army, the AKNG and USAR had 
critical shortages of equipment.'^ 

The strength of the Araiy Reserve in June 1961 vis 1,893,747, of which 
1,023,168 we.c in eh*» Ready Reserve, but only 301,796 vere in paid drill 
status. At the »une rime, the Army National Guard numbered 400,455, all 
in the Ready Reserve, nn<4.  393,307 in a paid drill status.71 

Rather than declaring an sm^rgency, after which the President could 
have mobilized up to one million Reservists in accordance with the 
Reserve Forces Act of 1955, President Kennedy requested Congress to enact 
a Joint Resolution authorizing the mobilization of a? to 250,000 men. 
The mobilization vas deemed 'accessary by defense planners to satisty 
three requirements:  (1)  additional xanpowcr tor the Berlin Operation 
itself; (2) additional manpower as fillers; and (3) additional uni-.s in 
the Strategic Reserve to counter possible Soviet military operations 
elsewhere in the w^rld.  la effect, the mobilization was not a 
declaration of war, but a declaration of Kriegsgefahr: a Danger of War. 

It is important to note that the Universal Military Training and 
Service Act of 1951 „as in effect, and was being used to draft about 
8,000 iien per month prior to the Berlin Crisis. The draft wa« increased 
to approximately 12,000 in August and to 22,000 in September 1961.72 

Tie text of the 1961 mobilization resolution was as follows: 

JOINT RESOLUTION. To authorize the President to order 
units and members in the Ready Reserve to active duty 
for not more than twelve months, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senat*» and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America in 
Congress nssenbled, that, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, until July 1, 1962, the President 
may, without the co.n.ent of the persons concerned, 
order ny unit, and any member not assigned to a unit 
organized to serve as a unit, in the Ready Reserve of 
an arced force to active duty for not more than twel/^ 
consecutive months. However, not more than two hundred 
and fifty thousand members of the Ready Reserve may be 
on active duty (other than for training), without their 
consent, under this section at any one time. 

Sec. 2.  Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
until July 1, 1962, the President may authorize the 
Secretary of Defense  to extend  enlistments, 
appointments, period of active duty, periods of active 
duty for training, periods of obligated service or 
other military status, in any components of an armed 
force or in the National Guard that expires before July 
1, 196?., tor not mor* than twelve months.?3 
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The Joint Resolution was enacted as Public Lav 87-117 on 1 August 
1961, and was implemented by Executive Order 10959 on 10 August 1961. A 
total of 155,800 Ready Reservists of the Army, Navy, and Air Force were 
mobilised, which was 94,200 less than that authorized by Congress*  The 
actual mobilization occurred in two increments.  The President ordered to 
active duty 77,989 Ready Reserve members commencing on I October 1961. 
In addition to members of the Navy Reserve, Air Force Reserve, and Air 
National Guard (no Marine Reserves or Coast Guard Reservists were 
called), the mobilization included 10,809 Army National Guard, 21,359 
Army Reserve (unit members), and 14,351 Army Reserve Replacement Pool 
Fillers.74 

Effective 19 October 1961, another 73,103 Army Ready Reservists were 
mobilized in the second and last phase involving the Army«  A total of 
119,622 Army National Guard and US Army Reserve members were mobilized 
for the Berlin Crisis« Table 1 provides a breakdown of these statistics 
regarding the Army Guard and Army Reserve.'* 

TABLE  1 

BERLIN CRISIS  MOBILIZATION 

MOB r<tTE ARNG 
USAR 

UNIT MEMBERS 
USAR 

FILLERS 
TOTAL 

ARNG & UfVB 

1 Oct 61 
15 Oct 61 
TOTAL 

10,809 
39,930 
50,739 

21,359 
8,697 

30,056 

14,351 
24,476 
38,827 

46,519 
73,103 

119,622 

The Army National Guard mobilization consisted of two divisions (32d 
Infantry and 49th Armored), one armored cavalry regiment (150th), and 141 
combat and combat support units*  Two other Guard divisions (26th and 
28th) were alerted for possible mobilization and underwent accelerated 
training at their home stations.  The USAR units called were the 100th 
Training Division and 296 other support units. The mobilized USAR units 
were at about 66 percent of TOE strength*  The ARNG's 32d Division and 
49th Division were at 69 percent and 62 percent respectively* The units 
were brought up to full strength by the receipt of fillers. For example, 
the 32d Division got 3,850 fillers while the 49th Division waa assigned 
5,500 fillers* The 100th Training Division trained more than 30,000 men 
during its active service*  The divisions and nondivisional units 
reported to active duty with substantially less than 50 percent of their 
authorized equipment.7* 

The two ARNG divisions were mobilized to reinforce the Strategic Army 
Reserve in the United States, specifically the 4th Infantry Division and 
2nd Armored Division, in the event these Regular divisions had to deploy 
to Germany to strengthen the Seventh Army.  The two Guard divisions were 
actually assigned to the Strategic Army Corps (STRAC) on 15 February 
1962*  The 100th Training Division of the USAR became part of the 
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training base with the responsibility of trainirg recruits at Fort 
Chaffee, Arkansas.  None of the Guard or Reserve units were deployed 
overseas. 

The Berlin Crisis mobilization occurred 6 years after enactment of 
the Reserve Forces Act of 1955, and mobilization procedures and planning 
had not received serious attention by OSD or DA during that period.  One 
hundred thirteen days after Congress passed the Berlin Crisis 
mobilization resolution, and 62 days after M-Day, the Department of 
Defense issued a memorandum to the Service Secretaries setting forth DOi) 
policy regarding del /s and exemptions to the mobilization.  During r¥ 
62, and following the Berlin Crisis mobilization, the military services 
screened the Ready Reserve as required by the Reserve Forces Act of 
1955.  The screening process removed 780,388 fro x  a total of 3,337,640 
Guardsmen and Reservists from the Ready Reserve.  These individuals were 
transferred to the Standby Reserve or the Retired Reserve (294,460), or 
were discharged (485,928).77 

There were, of course, challenges on the floor of Congress to the 
1961 Mobilization.  The controversies centered on eruitable service and 
unit integrity—the same issues that had occurred during the Korean 
mobilization.  Chairman Russell, of the Committee on Armed Services, for 
example, insisted that the mobilization be conducted ii such a manner 
that the obligation of defense would he shared as widely as possible. 
Specifically, he suggested that those Reservists "• • . who had done the 
shortest period of active duty and who were on a pay status should be 
called before those who had done a long term of active duty and those who 

> were not receiving any pay at all were called up**'?« Testimony at the 
Senate hearing on a 1962 Mobilization Resolution (similar to that of 
1961) is pertinent to these issues of equitable burden and unit integrity 
(testimony is condensed): 

Secretary McNamara:  Of the 148,000 [sic] we called 
from the Reserves, 66,000 were men with only 6 months' 
active service; 54,000 were men with more than 6 months 
active service, but men who were on paid drill status, 
and only 28,000 out of 328,000 were men from the 
Reserves called back, involuntarily who had more than 6 
months1 active service and who were not on paid drill 
status. 

Now, it was that 28,000, small though it be, perhaps 9 
perceat of the total net increase, that caused most of 
our trouble. We did make some errors and I think those 
errors wore applied particularly to that group. Some 
of those men were poorly selected, and I think we could 
avoid that situation to a considerable degree in the 
future. 

Chairman Russell:  So yoi had to call 28,000 who were 
not on pay status while pasting up several hundred 
thousand that were being paid directly» 
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I am aware of all the arguments about the necesaity of 
maintaining unit integrity, but I am very 3trongly 
convinced that we muat have the moat fair and equitable 
sharing of responsibility of military service possible 
to attain* 

There are many 6-month men who were not called up, 
while many others who had served more than b months 
were, because the former persons were in a unit? 

Secretary McNamara. That is correct. 

Nonetheless, this change you suggest would be a 
desirable one from our point of view.  We didn't 
requeat it ourselves because in the hearings before the 

f* Senate and the House a year ago, members oc both bodiea 
•*» expressed a deaire that we not take action that would 

result in breaking up units and it was tor that 
specific reason that we worded the provision as we have. 

Chairman Russell.  I don't want to break up units but 
it seems to me that where you have a few men in a unit 

• who have done 6 months, and you are calling up outside 
of units men who have done IS months, that justice 
would demand fhat the men who had done the 6 menths 
have an opportunity to serve a time longer. 

m Secretary McNaaara.  Mr. Chairman, we have so many 
** contradictory objectives.  Ve would like to maintain 

unit integrity but, at the sa*ne time, assuring equity 
in calling men to service.^^ 

Another of the controversial issues of the 1961 mobilisation was the 
m use of a congressional resolution, rather than a declaration of emergency 
* by the President, as the legal basis of mobilization.  This question, and 

the Administration response, were as follows: 

Chair-nan Russell«  Mr. Secretary, under statutory powers, if the 
President declares an emergency, he has the authority to call up a 
million for a period of up to 24 months.  1 am conatantly asked why 
th« Congress is called on to ake this responsibility of ordering 
this call up, and why the President doesn't do it under bit 
omergaucy powers. 

Secretary McNaraara.  Yes, Mr. Chairman, I believe this is a 
_ desirable resolution even though the President does have the power 

to declare a national emergency and under that declaration to call 
up t million men, because, first, at times of crises* and tension 

^ such as those we are in and face in the near future, it is 
•»' essential, we believe, that the world understand the unity with 
• •* which we are acting, the unity between the executive branch and the 
# Congress and representing the unity of the American people. 
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Secondly, to apply the authority the President has to call a 
national emergency with all of the other powers that gives him, and 
to use that declaration as a basis for calling perhaps 150,000 men 
or perhaps ev<»n a lesser number, may increase the tensions and the 
crisis beyond what is necessary, and may tend to inflame the 
sitcarion mat we would try to aeet without, cne aura of emergency 
that declaration woulo apply to it» 

For hoc>i those reasons, therefore, we believe it wise to request the 
authority coveted by this resolution.80 

The 1961 pobilizatioa revealed serious Maws in mobilization planning 
ara execution: 

1«  Selection of -niits tor caliup.  Sees units selected for 
TKjbilnation were serio-.isiy deficient i\   both personnel and equipment. 
Reaäinesä conditions were not known o- were ignored. 

2*     Failure 'o properly notify Reservists cf recall.  Mary wore not 
g«VCD the required 30 Jays notice* 

3. Evcessive requirements  for fi Her personnel.  Peacetime 
authorized strength of units hac been so low that many fillers were 
nv Jed to r^ise the mobilized pnits to Cull TOE strength. 

4. Poor selection of fillers. 

5. Failure of the military departments to properly screen the Reedy 
Reserves. 

6. Operational readiness was too low.  Many units required excessive 
time to be ready operationally—due to recent reorganizations, low 
manning levels, and lack of modern equipment. 

7. Six-month craim-es were not used as fillers.  Too few recruits 
were called, while too m*ny prior-service men were recalled. 

8. Equipment shortages.  Over 10,500 items of National Guard 
equipment were withdrawn from nonmobilized units to support units that 
«to:4 mobilized.  No one was surprised at the shortage of modern equipme-t 
for Guarc: and Reserve units«  Such knowledge, h waver, oic not oaM this 
isrue irrelevant or inconsequential. 

9. Use of mobilized troop*«  Considerable discontent existed among 
the moot I lied Guard and Reserve troops because they were use*! to beef-up 
cni  active strategic reserve in C0NUS rather than being sent to Europe. 
Such use during the Vietnam War also caused much consternation, which 
will be reviewed in Chapter 4 of this study. 

The Berlin Crisis «bated in 1962 and demobilization occurred.  The 
authority granted by Public Law 87-117 to mobilize a portior of the Ready 
Reserve expired on 1 July !962.  Presi \;nt Kennedy requested renewed 
mobilization authc-ity (for 130,000 Ready Reservistj), which was 
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incorporated into Senate Joint Resolution 224 in September 1962*  The 
purpose of the request was not predicated on a specific crisis at the 
time» but upon a potential need for a call-up of Reserve Forces to allow 
a flexible US conventional response should a crisis occur«  Congress 
passed the legislation but it was never implemented* 

One of the interesting combinations of circumstances pertained to the 
President1s letter of 7 September 1962 requesting renewed mobilization 
authority*  President Kennedy wrote. "In my judgment this renewed 
authorization is necessary to permit prompt and effective responses, as 
necessary, tu challenges which may be presented in any part of the free 
world • • • ."81 The letter was addressed to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, John W. McCormack, and more to the point it was also 
addressed, as was customary, to the President of the Senate, Lyndon B. 
Johnson. As we shall see in the next chapter, the Kennedy rationale for 
mobilization during the Berlin Crisis was lost on President Johnson 
during the buildup of forces in Vietnam. 

Secretary of the Army Elvis J. Stahr, Jr., expressed this view about 
the 1961 mobilization: 

I have observed with deep pride and satisfaction the 
efficient manner in which Reserve Component units have 
been brought into the active Army during the current 
expansion* 

The orderly execution of this difficult operation is 
attributable to outstanding teamwork among the Army 
National Guard, the Army Reserve, the Adjutants General 
of the several States, and the active Army.  It clearly 
reflects the quality of Army mobilization planning, the 
fundamental soundness of our Reserve structure, and 
firm and faraighted military leadership at &ll levels* 

I want to say, further, that X have sincere^t 
admiration for the spirit in which the officers *nd men 
of units summoned to service have responded to the call 
of duty.  Their sense of purpose and selflejs 
dedication to mission establish high standards for the 
Nation as a whole in these critical times.82 

The Secretary of the Army also said:  "The mobilization was the most 
efficient in the history of the country; however, problems were revealed 
in the areas of personnel strength, equipment status, and training 
levels."**-  He also reported:  "Fortunately for the Nation, the 
Guardsmen and Reservists stood ready to respond to the President's call* 
As they have so often before, they came from the cities, the farms, and 
the hamlets, often at substantial sacrifice, but always with the full 
knowledge that they were doing their duty."8* 

A lesson in the wisdom of mobilization for deterrence, which could 
have applied to the Vietnam War, is illustrated by the partial 
mobilization of 1961*  President Kennedy described his cailup decision as 
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having the purpose "not to win the war, but to help prevent a war." 
Chancellor Adenauer of We.*t Germany reportedly wrote Kennedy that, in his 
opinion, "the prime tactor influencing Khrushchev in hi s shcw-Jown on 
Berlin was the swift buildup of ehe American force»."3'  The lesson, 
then, is this:  whenever it is necessary to meet a significant threat, 
mobilization of the Guard and Reserves will produce a deterrent effect, 
even if they ate retained in CONUS.  If political deterrence fails, and 
war occurs, mobilized forces are 1 Mediately available for military 
utilization.  We cannot Know what effect mobilization in 1965 would nave 
had on Ho Chi Minn ana General Vo Nguyen G ip.  We do know, however, the 
results of a war that witnessed a late and half-hearted limited 
mobilization. 

B^tweqn the Bqrlin and Vietnam Mqbi^iza.t^qna 

The Cuban Crisis of 1962 was caused by the introduction of Soviet 
nuclear-capable bombers snd rt:edium-r«»nge ballistic missiles into Cuba. 
The entire US defense establishment was placed on alert status in 
October, and preparation was mace for the mobilisation of high priorit> 
Arxay National Guard and Army Reserve units.  Although 14,000 Air Force 
Reservists were called to active duty (for 1 month), no Army Guard or 
Army Reserve units or individuals were actually called into Federal 
service 8b 

Th** 1960*8 were particularly turbulent years for the A ray Guard and 
Army Reserve.  Secretary of Defense McNamara, unhappy with the readiness 
of the RC during the Berlin Crisis, began in FY 62 to form a smaller, 
quicker responding Reserve.  During FY 62, he eliminated four ARNG 
divisions and in May 1963, further trimmed 802 units from the Guard 
structure.  The Army Reserve was also reshaped beginning in FY 62, losing 
•'*  of its 10 combat divisions and other units« 

A major controversy beginning in FY 63 was Secretary McNamara1s plan 
(p^bl ically pnoouticed at a press conference en 12 December 1964) to merge 
unitj of tht Army Reserve into the Army National Guard and to reduce the 
size of «ill the Reserves from 700,000 to 530,000 and the number of units 
from 8,100 to 6,U00.  His plan included the elimination of IS ARNG 
divisions and 6 USA1 divisions, which would have left the Guard with 8 
divisions and 16 separate brigades, and the Army Reserves would have had 
no units at all."' 

Although the major plan was blocked by Congress, the Army National 
Guard and Army Reserve were further reorganized substantially beginning 
in FY 63 and Lasting through FY 68.  Refer to Tables 2 and 3 fcr a 
s.rosary of the changes to the Army Guard and Army Reserve in terms of 
strength, number of units, aad major organizations during these hectic 
yean.  A? illustrated in these tables, the Army National Guard had a net 
reduction of 1,279 units (30 percent) during this 6-year period, which 
included a major war in Vietnam.  The ARNG strength, meanwhile, remained 
relatively stable.  Curing this dizzying period, the Army Guard had a net 
loss of 19 combat divisions, 11 battle groups, 5 division command 
headquarters, 3 armored cavalry regiments, and 39 battalions.  The Army 
Guard had a net gain of 18 separate brigades, 82 headquarters units, and 
54 separate companies and detachments. 
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During the same period (between FY 63 and the end of FT 68)v the Army 
Reserve also underwent considerable reorganization.  For example, the 
USAR was reduced by 682 units (16 percent), while its paid drill training 
strength did not vary significantly.  The USAR lost six combat divisions 
and essentially all of its combat and combat support units, while 
increasing a great deal in combat service support units.  During FY 67, 
the 14 US Amy Corps (created in 1958 and 1959), which were key 
headquarters for command and control ot USAH units, were eliminated and 
their functions were transferred to the five Continental US Armies and to 
18 ne 'ly established USAR general officer commands. 

The reorganisation of the Army Guard and Army Reserve was 
particularly extensive during FY 68 (at which time the Vietnam War was 
raging), despite Acts of Congress (DOD Appropriations Bill for FY 66 and 
the Reserve Forces Bill of Rights and Vitalization Bill [PL 90*168]) to 
limit an Army plan for realigning the Reserves.  During FY 68, the Army 
National Guard wa* reduced from 4,001 units to 3,034—a reduction in 
units of 25 percen*. The USAR was also changed in this year (but not as 
dramatically as the ARMG) which loct 93 units, including one combat 
brigade. The Secretary of Defense» reported the following about the FY 68 
reorganisation:  "The reorganisation of the Reserve Compo-^nts had an 
immediate effect on readiness as many individuals required retraining 
because of changes in skill requirjments."^ 

The Dominican Republic Crisis in 1965 involved the C*J of Regular 
forces to prevent a Communist takeover of that country.  On 29 April, 
President Johnson diverted advance elements of the 82nd Airborne 
Division, then enr^ute co Vietnam via Puerto Rico, to the airbase of San 
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TABLE t 

AfiMG ORGANIZATIONS FY 62-68* 

30 Jun 62 30 Jun 63 30 Jun 64 30 Jun 65 30 Jun 66 

420.924 

30 Jun 67 

418,074 

30 Jun 68 

Strength 393,807 361.080 381,546 378.985 389,182° 
Federally reorganized units 4.313 4.00S 4,003 3,999 3,995 4,001 3,034 
Inf 01v 21 17» 17 17 17 T7 5 
Meet» Olv 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Arr-ared 01 v S 6° 6 6 6 6 2 
Separate Brigade 0 4 7 7 10 10 ie< 
01 v Dnrf Hq 0 5 5 5 5 5 0 
Battle Group 11 9 0 0 C 0 0 
Scout Bn 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Inf Bn 0 24 21 21 21 21 iO 
Armored 6n 16 25 16 16 1Ü 16 13 
Armored Cav Regluent 7 T 7 7 7 7 4 
A**wo*ed Cav Squadron C 0 \ 1 1 1 2 
W. Bn 62 50 47 47 44 44 31 
Field Arty 3n 66 79 73 72 72 72 53 
Support Bn 62 66 66 66 66 66 60 
Special Forces Gp 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 
Special Force* Co/0et 12 13 16 16 14 14 13 
««•adquarters u .Its 193 190 174 174 174 174 264 
St-nirate Co/E>»t 551 440 406 409 411 W 605 
MA Gp hq 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
ADA brigade rfq 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Corps Art)  Hq 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Engr Brlgai; Hq 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Sot Brl jade Hq 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
«P BHgade Hq 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Trans Corps Hq 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

a     Jata fro« Arnual Report o* Chief, NGB, FT 62-68. 
b. During FY 63, ell 23 divisions began reorganization to ROAD Tuts. 
c. Cr.Ustn*n*s were ordered reduced to aeet budget of 400,000.    Excludes 

prrs'jnnel 1n »obllUed units. 
d. Includes 14 Inf. 2 Mecb, \ Airborne, 1 Amored. 
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TABU 3 

USA* Organizations FT 63 - FY 66* 

30 Jun 63 30 Jun 68 

Strength 236,985 Strength 244,239* 
Federally reorganized units 4,164 Federally reorganized units 3,482 

Combat Divisions 6d Combat Divisions 0 
Training Divisions 13 Training Divisions 13 
Divisional Cad Hq 3 divisional Cad Hq 
Psneuver Area Cads 2 Maneuver Area Cads 

Separate Inf Brigade 4 Air Defense Battalions 
Engineer Brigade Hq 4 Full Aray Support CaCs 

Corps Arty Hq 1 Support Brigade 
Special Forces Groups 5 Adjutant General Units 121 
Special Forces Companies 15 Civil Affairs Units 53 
Co—and s 14 COSTAR units 163 
Centers 35 Finance Units 2C 
Depots 7 JAG Units 226 
Groups 79 Hospital Units 106 
Separate Battalions 142 K> Battalions 4 
Battalion Hq 115 Public Info Units 24 
Corps Augmentation IS PSYOPS Units 6 
Separate Companles/Det 1,321» Garrison Units 9 

Teralnal Units 19 

b. 
c. 
d. 

Examination of 000 Annual Reports for the period In focus (FY 62 through Ff 66) 
reveals no USAR structure, except for the RFPB Report for FY 63 and the Secretary of 
the Aray Report for FY 68.   Unfortunately» the structure foraat of these two reports 
Is not consistent.   Furthermore, the Annual Reports of the Secretary of Defense en 
Reserve Forces for this period provide no USA.1 organisation tablet of any kind 
except 1n FY 68, which 1s the saae data as the FY 68 000 Annual Report. 
Paid-drill training strengths. 
Excludes personnel In Mobilized units. 
The six divisions began reorganization Into tf-e ROAO concept during FY 63. 
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Isidro ia Santo Domingo. By 3 December 1965, all US force», except one 
Army brigade ind support troops, had been withdrawn from the Dominicar 
Republic.ä9 

A major development affecting the Reserve Components in 1965 was the 
creation of the Selected Reserve Force (SRF) to "offset the depTo/ment 
iof Regular Forces! now planned to Southeast Asia and to provide some 
additional new forces for possible new deployment 3nd be prepared to deal 
with crises elsewhere in the world."°^  The objective was to greatly 
iL-rearte the readiness of tiie selected units to mobilize within 7 days 
after alert and enter active duty at 93 percent strength.  The planned 
SRF force was for 150.000 in *>76 units.  Of this total strength, 96,300 
were in combat and combat supporc units and t »e balance (53,700) in 
combat service support.  Vhe initial contribution by the Army Guard was 
744 unit3, whi^h included ail the SR? combat units plu3 12,400 of the 
53,ioO cocbat sr-rvice support Tann'«g.  The Army Reserve initially 
contribured 232 combat service support units, with a strength of 
31,200.91 

By the time SRf was .abandoned on 30 September 1969, the National 
uuarc SRF composition was 89,039 Guardsmen in 622 ecmpany/detachaent 
units, located in 49 states and 798 comraunities.  This Guard force was 
organized in two Infantry divisions (26th and 42nd), three Infantry 
brigands (39th, 40th, and 2 56th), cno Armored Cavalry regimenc ( 116th), 
34 separate battalions, 10 neadquarters urits, 3 evacuation hospitals, 
and 107 company/detachment *ize units."  The USAR composition of the 
SRF at the end at  the program was 48,339 personnel in 501 units. " 

The Guard Experience in State Services, Domestic Pi 9turbanees in Federal 
Status and in Minor Wars 

Thus far in this chapter, the focus hat been on the mobilization and 
use of the Militia/National Cu«rd and the Army Reserve in major wars.  A 
section on the Berlin Crisis of l9ol was added because that partial 
mobilization experience was to contribute to the mobilization decisions 
to be made during the Vietnam War.  This linkage is further addressed in 
the next chapters. 

3*fore ending this chapter, however, it is important to review 
another V.ind of mobilization that has been prevalent in US  history.  No 
mobilization perspective would be corapiete without an understanding of 
the uso of the National Guard for State service,  for domestic 
disturbances wnile in a Fede*. «.1 status, and for minor wars. 

National Guard in State Service.  The concept of an obligation by 
Citizen-Soldiers to their State dates to the original Colonies.  Although 
the limit of obligation wa« transformed from the State to the Federal 

Government during L'S history, the State-Mission of the National Guard has 
continued as a fundamental premise«  Indeed, the principle of the 
Citizen-Soldier was so important that it was written into the US 
Constitution, which contains the following principal military clauses: 



Article I* Section 8. The Congress shall have 
power . . •: 

To declare wer, grant letters of marque and reprisal» 
and make rules concerning captures on land and water* 

To raise and support armies, but no appropriation of 
money to that use shall be for a longer tens than two 
years* 

To provide and Maintain a navy. 

To ma*:e rules for the government and regulation of the 
land and naval forces* 

To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the 
laws of the union* suppress insurrections and re el 
invaaioos* 

To provide for organizing* arming and disciplining the 
Militiai snd for governing such part of them aa say be 
employed in the service of the United State«, reserving 
to the state respectively* the appointment of the 
officers, snd ehe authority of trsining the Militia 
according to the discipline prescribed by Congress* 

Article II, Section 2*  The President shall be 
Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United 
States, and the Militia of the several states, when 
called into the actual service of the 
United States • • • • 

In addition. Article It of the Bill of Rights (the second 
Constitutional Amendment) recognises the right and need of the 
Citizen-Soldier to keep and bear arms in the interests of a 
well-regulated Militia* 

So it is, then, that the National Guard (Army snd  Air) has a dual 
status and a dual mission, making it a unique American military 
institution: 

1*  As the National Guard of the several States» 
respectively, to provide sufficient organirations in 
each state, so trained and equipped as to enable them 
to function efficiently at existing strength in the 
protection of life snd property and the preservation of 
peace, order, and public safety, under competent orders 
of the State authorities* 

2*  As the Army National Guard of the United States to 
provide units of the reserve component* of the Army, 
adequately organized, trained, and equipped, available 
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for mobilization in Che event of national emergency or 
wer in accordance with deployment schedules, and 
capable of participating in combat operations in 
support of the Army's war plans* 

Use of the National Guard for State duty (State mobilization) has 
been extensive since its inception in the Colonial period.  Although the 
form and scope of domestic emergencies have changed in the United States 
in the past three centuries, the National Guard has always been vital in 
responding to the public need by providing disaster assistance and 
maintaining law and order. 

The National Guard, in itb State status, is the ultimate pos3e 
comitatua for preservation of domestic law and order, since the Guard i* 
not restricted for such utilisation as is the Regular Army by the Posse 
Comitatus Act (Federal law of 1878). The protection of life and property 
and the preservation of peace, order, and public safety during State 
oobilizations are extremely important missions of the National Guard. 
They always have been. 

The history of the Guard in performing its State mission is far too 
extensive to detail in this study, since a full-length book would be 
required to treat tho State callups.  Suffice to say that the Guard has 
beon .ailed to protect property in disaster areas, set up emergency 
ccanunications and electrical power, rescue the distressed, and feed and 
shelter the homeless and destitute.  They have cleared roads, fought 
firea and floods, transported food and water, and saved lives and 
property in fires, explosions, floods, and storms«  Scarcely a day goes 
by that this vital, continuous and extensive service is not provided 
somewhere in th*1 United States by the National Guard in the state status. 

National Guard in Domestic Disturbances.  During US history, the 
Militia/National Guard has been used over a hundred times in restoring 
law and order, to uphold Federal law and to protect Federal property. 
Among thes* activities in early US history were the following: 

State Militia suppressed Shays' Rebellion in 1786-87. 

Militia regiments from the States helped crack the 
Whiskey Insurrection in 1794. 

Militia composed part of the force in 1799 to put down 
the Fries Rebellion. 

State Militia suppressed violent outbreaks against the 
Mormons in Missouri (1835) and Illinois (l8'*4-46). 

The Militia marched to duty numerous times during the 
great railroad strikes of 1877 and 1894. 

In 1957, President Eisenhower ordered the National Guard of Arkansas 
(and the Regulars) to enforce racial integration in the schools in Little 
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Rock* The US Constitution provide« that the Militia may serve in Federal 
service for three explicit reasons:  to enforce the laws of the nation, 
to suppress insurrection» and to repel invasion. The 1957 callup of the 
Arkansas National Guard was in accordance with the first of these 
provisions* 

President Kennedy federalized the entire Mississippi National Grard 
in 1962 to support the Supreme Court ordered admission of James Meredith 
to the University of Mississippi*  On 11 June 1963 President Kennedy 
ordered the entire Alabama Guard into Federal service to preserve order 
during the integrstion of the University of Alabama.  The President 
repeated this act in the fall of 1963 for the integration of public 
schools*  Finally, President Johnson federalized part of the Alabama 
Guard in 1965 to protect freedom marchers organized by Martin Luther 
King, Jr. 

A large part of the California Guard was twice on State duty during 
the Watts problems in 1965*  The Illinois Guard was used in 1966 in riot 
control in Chicago» and the Ohio Guard served on riot duty in Cleveland 
in July 1966*  Other examples of the Guard's State mission include 
Milwaukee» Wisconsin» Dayton» Ohio» and San Francisco» California in 
1966.  During 1967» the Guard served on State riot control duty in 
Newark, New Jersey» end Detroit» Michigan.  During FT 68» thousands of 
National Guardsmen vere employed during civil disturbances 75 times ir 50 
cities in 29 states* 

Similarly, Guardsmen served on State duty for civil disturbance 
operations in 1969 and 1970* For example, during just the month of May 
1970, the Guard served 24 times at 21 different universities (including 
Kent State University) in 16 states to control rioting students induced 
by the decision to bomb in Cambodia*'^ 

Minor Wars*  In addition \o  the Militia/National Guard having fought 
in every major war involving the United States, the Militia/Guard also 
was sn important element in numerous "minor'* ware*  For example» the 
Colonists were engaged in ftjf wars: King William's War (1689-97), Queen 
Anne's War (1701-13), King George's War (1744-48), and the French and 
Indian War (1756-63).  Between 1790 and 1898, the Army engaged in 14 
named campaigns against the American Indians, snd Che Miiiria 
participated in many of them* The Militia was called from five states in 
1836 during the Texas War of Independence.  Militia troops were used in 
the troubles with Mexico in 1866 and the Philippines Insurrection 
(1899-1902). 
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CHAPTER 3 

1965*67 NONMOBILIZATION FOR THE VIETNAM WAR 

One of the major decisions in recent US military history was the 
denial of a simple and fundamental military premise during the Vietnam 
War«  The proposition that the National Guard and Reserves would be 
called to active Federal service had been proven in every other major war 
involving US Army forces.  Never before in the history of this country 
had a President declined to use in war forces whose very purpose was for 
that contingency*  That a significant mobilization for the Vietnam War 
did not occur is one of the key passages of US military history.  This 
chapter examines the extent to which mobilization was considered by the 
President and his advisers during the first three years of the ground war 
(1965-67) and the rationale behind the decision not to mobilize the Guard 
and Reserve during this period.  The next chapter treats the partial 
mobilization of 1968. 

Roots of US Involvement in Vietnam 

Unlike the Korean War. the Vietnam War did not burst suddenly upon 
the American scene. US attention to Indochina began during World War II 
when US military strategy accepted British military primacy in Southeast 
Asia. Following WW II, the United States provided modest aid to French 
and Viet Minh forces in 1945, and accepted French sovereignty over 
Indochina.  By 1946, the United States was concerned t>at Ho Chi Minh and 
the Viet Minh were in league with the Kremlin.  In 1949, the Chinese 
Nationalist Government collapsed. The outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 
confirmed the US view that containment of the Communists was necessary in 
Asia as well as in Europe to thwart their worldwide aggressive designs. 

President Truman stepped up military assistance in 1950 LO the forces 
of France and the states of Indochina. Thereafter, the United States was 
deeply involved in the developing war.  When entering offic* in January 
1953, President Eisenhower inherited Truman's policy and saw every reason 
to expand it. The United States paid for almost all of the French war 
copts, and increased the supply of military equipment, as well as the US 
military advisory mission in South Vietnam.  However, US policy 
stipulated that there would be no direct US military involvement in 
Indochina.  The 1954 Geneva Conference did not result in peace in 
Southeast Asia.  The Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) 
established a collective defense arrangement which was ratified by the US 
Senate on 1 February 1955 (by a vote of 82-1).  Following the Geneva 
Accords, the signing of the SEATO Treaty, and Dien Bien Phu, the United 
States replaced the French in South Vietnam. The Commurist 
Party in South Vietnam formally launched the armed phase of its 
revolution in 1959 and was given public commitment by North Vietnam in 
1960.  When John F. Kennedy began his presidency in January 1961, the 
situation, militarily and politically, had deteriorated considerably and 
President Kennedy, determined to avoid the loss of South Vietnam, 
significantly stepped up American military involvement.1 

At the end of calendar year I960, 875 US military personnel were in 
South Vietnam.  When Lyndon B. Johnson became President of the United 
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States on 22 November 1963, 16,236 US military were there.  Johnson was 

the fourth consecutive US President who was committed to battling the 
Communists in Southeast Asia, and so the US endeavor continued to grow. 
On 20 June 1964, General William C. Westmoreland became Commander of the 
US Military Assistance Command, replacing General Paul D. Harkins.  The 
Gulf of Tonkin incidents (2nd and 4th of August 1964) resulted in a Joint 
Resolution by Congress on 7 August (by a unanimous vote in the House and 
a vote of 88 to 2 in the Senate) authorizing the President to "take all 
necessary measures" to safeguard US forces and to prevent further 

aggression.^ 

Ground Combat Forges Deployed! i,n 1965 

The first momentous year of the Vietnam War regarding manpower 
mobilization was 1965.  On 6 March of that year, President Johnson 
decided to support General Westmoreland's request o*  20 February 1965 for 
two US Marine 3attalion Landing Teams (3,500 men) to be deployed to Da 
Na-.ig wO take up base security missions.  The Marines landed two days 
later, and although there were already over 20,000 American servicemen in 
Vietnam, this was the first use of US ground combat units.  The United 
Ststes had already been conducting an air war—FLAMING DART began 7 

February 1965 and ROLLING THUNDER began on 2 March 1965, for example—and 
Da Nans'L' safety was considered critical in the continued use of US air 
pover.3 

The buildup of combat units in Vietnam continued, not merely for base 
security, but for offensive ground operations.  On 11-14 April 1965, two 

additional Marine BLTs landed in South Vietnam; two battalions of the US 
Army's 173d Airborne Brigade (from Okinawa) arrived at Vung Tau on 5 May; 
three Marine BLTs landed at Chu Lai on 7 May; 1st Battalion, Royal 

Australian Regiment closed RVN in early June; two more Marine BLTs landed 
on 1 and 6 July; the 2d Brigade, 1st Infantry Division (three battalions) 
arrived in Vietnam from the United States on 12 July; 1st Brigade, 101st 
Airborne Division (three battalions) arrived on 29 July; three Marine 
BLTs landed on 14-15 August; the 1st Air Cavalry Division (eight 
battalions) closed in RVN on 28 September; the remainder of the 1st 
Infantry Division (six battalions) arrived 7 October; and a full division 
of ROK forces (nine battalions) closed RVN on 8 November.  In summary, 
there were 44 maneuver battalions of US and allied forces deployed to RVN 
in 1965:  12 US Marine Corps, 22 US Army, 1 Australian, and 9 South 
Korean.  At year's end, the US strength in South Vi-tnar was 184,314.^ 

When the buildup of ground combat forces beptn in 1965, the Army 
National Guard and Army Reserve had a Ready Reserve paid strength of 
695.000.  The total paid strength in tne seven Reserve Components at that 
rime numbered slightly over one million.  In 1965, the Reserve Components 

of the Army had a combined structure of 23 divisions, 11 separate 
brigades, and some 8,000 units.^  Immediately prior to deploying the 
Army's first combat units (173d Airborne Brigade from Okinawa) to Vietnam 
la  May 1965, the Regular Army had a strength of about 970,000, with 42 
percent deployed overseas, organized into 16 divisions, 4 RCTs, 7 
separate brigade:-, and 7 special forces groups.^ 
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The 6-month active duty-for-treining program (Public Lew 86-110) wee 
in its 10th year of operation in 1965, and had produced one million 
basically trained men for the Reedy Reserve. To insure that the Ready 
Reserve was composed of personnel available for mobilization, e screening 
process was continued as required by US law at the time (Section 271, 
Title 10, V3C).    During FY 65, 2,408,571 Ready Reserve personnel were 
screened, resulting in 529,853 of them being released from the Ready 
Reserve.  ('About hall of these were discharged and half were transferred 
to either the Standby or Retired Reserves.)1 

On I April 1965, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) asked the Secretary 
of Defense in JCSM 238-65 for an increased ability to wage the war by 
removing "all administrative impediments that hamper us in ti e 
prosecution of this war.'* This request included authority to extend 
military terms of service and to conduct consultations with Congress on 
mobilising the Guard antf Reserves.** 

Paul H. Nitze (Secretary of the Navy) reported that both he and 
Secretary McSamara favored mobilization in 1965: "We also thought that 
there jnould be a greater ^omaitment of support by Congress, and that the 
way you could get tV.at would be to put a bill into the Congress asking 
lor the power to call up the Reserves. ••9 

On 15 July, Secretary McNamara stated that if increased numbers of 
American troops were to be sent to South Vietnam, "it will be necessary 
to co .aider calling up Reserves, extending tours, and increasing the 
drstc."^ On I? July, Deputy Secretary of Defense Vsnce informed 
Secretary McNamara (>>Y cable since the Secretary was in South Vietnam) 
that President Jonnson was favorably disposed to the callup of Reserves 
and extension of tours of active duty personnel." 

Secretary McNamara returned to Washington 20 July and reported 
immediately to the President. Among his recommendations was one to ask 
Congress for the authority to call t.p 235,000 members of the National 
Guard ind Reserves. He also proposed increased recruitment, larger draft 
calls, and extensions of tours, to raise the size of the Regular Armed 
rorcea by 375,OuO for a total increase of 600,000 by mid-1966,12 

The President consiier«*d McNamara1 s proposals very carefully: he met 
with hi« top advisors at the White House on 21 July; with the JCS and 
Secretaries of military departments the following day; other advisors on 
22 July at the White House and at Camp David on 25 July. The President 
-ts-tembled the rational Security Council on 27 July, and gave his view 
that there were five choices regarding Vietnam, and which of these 
options he fa/oredt 

We can bring the enemy to his knees by using our 
Strategic Air Command, I said, describing our first 
option. Another group thinks wc* ought to pack up and 
go home. 
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Third» we could stay there as we are—and suffer the 
conscjuences, continue to lose territory and take 
casualties.  You wouldn't want your own boy to be out 
there crying for help and not get it. 

Then, we could go to Congress and ask for great sums of 
money; we could call up the Reserves and increase the 
draft; go on a war footing, declare a state of 
emergency.  There is a good deal of feeling that ought 
to be done.  We have considered this.  But if we go 
into that kind of land war, then North Vietnam would go 
to its friends, China and Russia, and ask them to 
help.  They would be forced into increasing aid.  For 
that reason 1 don't want to be overly dramatic and 
cause tensions.  I think we qan get our people to 
31 

war, 
upport us without having t^o be top, provocative and 
'ar,like (emphasis added). 

Finally, we can give our commanders in the field the 
men and supplies they say they need. 

I had concluded that the last course was the right 
one.  I had listened to and weighed all the arguments 
and counterarguments for each of the possible lines of 
action.  I believed that we should do what was 
necessary to resist aggression but that we should not 
be provoked into a major war.  We would get the 
required appropriation in the new budget, and we would 
not boast about what we were doi.ig.  We would not make 
threatening scenes to the Chine,  or the Russians by 
calling up Re se rves in 1arge nuabers.  At t he same 
time, we would press hard on the diplomatic front to 
try to find some path to a peaceful settlement. 

I asked if anyone objected to the course of action I 
had spelled out. I questioned each man in turn. Did 
he agree? Each nodded his approval or said 'yes.'^ 

The President also reported in his memoirs that even then (27 July 
1965) the nonmobilization decision wa* uot final. He next met with the 
leaders of Congress on the evening of 27 July. Following these sessions 
with key civilian and military advisors, the President held a press 
conference on 28 July at which he explained the US commitment of ground 
combat forces to resist Communist aggression in South Vietnam. In his 
prepared statements he said: 

First, we intend to convince the Communists that we 
cannot be defeated by force of arms or by superior 
power.  They are not easily convinced.  In recent 
months they have greatly increased their fighting 
forces and their attacks and the number of incident«. 
I have asked the Commanding General, General 

Westmoreland, what more he needs to meet this mounting 
aggression.  He has told me. We will meet his needs. 
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I have today ordered Co Vietnam the Airmobile Division 
and certain other forces which will raise our fighting 
strength  from 75,000  to  125,COO  men  almost 
iaaediately.  Additional forces will be r.eeded later, 
and they will oe sent as requested.  This will make ic 
necessary to increase oar active fighting forces by 
raising tne monthly draft call from 17,003 over a 
period of time to 35,000 per month, ana for us to step 
ap our campaign for votuntary enlistments. 

After this past week of deliberations, I have concluded 
th,it it is not essential, to order Reserve units into 
seivic» now, (emphasis added)If chat necessity should 
later be indicated, I will give the matter more careful 
con,: -eration and i will give the country due and 
adequate notice before taking such action, but only 
aftei: full preparations.!^ 

Whatever was personally felt by the political, military, and 
intelligence players in 1965, and by observers, they all shared one thirg 
in common:  they recognized that the 44 combat battalions deployed to 
Vietnam in 1965 was the crossing of a major threshold snd tne beginning 
of a major new course whose end was not in sight.  General Westmoreland's 
plans called for increasing the troops in Vietnam and an expectation that 
the war would last well beyond a year.  The authors of US Vietnam 
Relations made the following conclusion pertaining to mobilization and 
length of the war in the 1965 period: 

The decision not to call up the Reserves, which was 
mad** some time during the week just prior to the 
President's press conference of 28 July, indicated that 
the President also expected the war to last in Vietnam 
well beyond a year.  No doubt the Secretary of Defense 
told uim that without a declaration of national 
emergency—a move the President found politically 
unpalacable—the Reserves as an asset would be fully 
expended  in one  year,  leaving the military 
establishment in worse ahape th/in before if the war 
still continued.15 

US military contingency plans in Indochina, which were beinj? drafted 
a& early as the 1950's, were based upon the campaign in Korea, upon the 
fundamental concept of the massive use of force—air power, naval power, 
and ground power—and upon concurrent mobilization ot the Guard and 
Reserve.  Mobilization was a cornerstone of the planning.  Kinnard 
reports, ". . . contingency plauning viewed the Army Active and Reserves 
as one force, and war plans were drawn up Accordingly."16  James Gavin, 
who was Chief of Plans of the Army Staff in the mid-1950's, wrote about 
war planning for Vietnam:  ". . • we believed it^would be neceasaary to 
call t<p the Army Reserve and National Guard."*-'  General Donald V. 
Bennett, Director of Strategic Plans in the Joint Staff, reported that he 
was probably tne most shocked man in the world upon hearing of the 
nonmobilization decision of 1965.*° 
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General S.L.A. Marshall addressed the 'iIlacy of a great power 
fighting a war with too stringent an economy of force: 

Running wholly contrary to the principles of war and 
thereby yielding initial advantage to the enemy, it 
threatened a repetition of the Korean miscalculation. 
There is only one sound way to conduct war as I read 
history:  Deploy to the war zone as quickly as possible 
sufficient forces to end it at the earliest troment. 
Anything less is a gift to the other side.l' 

General Westmoreland also addressed the American strategy of limited 
initial coraciLtncnt: 

The strategy of gradually escalating pressure was J new 
concept; Che Joint Chiefs of Stafi disagreed with it. 
It was not, to them, an early 'win' policy.  Most 
military men are accustomed to thinking in terms of 
teruiiating a war in the shortest practical time and at 
least cos»t( following a decision to fight.  It is 
perhaps unnecessary to make the point that there is a 
relationship between the length of a war and its 

cost.20 

Ti'e deliberate policy of "graduated response" by the United States in 
1964 and 1965 was, in General Westmoreland1 s view, "one of the mont 
lamentable mistakes of the war.  To my knowledge, the history of warfare 
contained no precedent for such a policy.  Although nations in the past 
have intentionally kept wars limited, as the United States did in Korea, 
they have applied pressure in terms of the self-imposed restrictions with 
full force whenever the means were available."2*  General Westmoreland 
never saw the 44 battalions of 1965 a« a sufficient force for victory. 
He emphasized in June 1965 tnat the United States "must be prepared for a 
long war . • ,," and that commitment "would require some form of national 
mobilization and the public airing hy Washington of a frank, objective, 
complete analysis of the problem and what we had to do about it."22 

However, General Westmoreland opposed a mobilization of the National 
Guard sad Reserves in 1965.  He wrote of this view *nd linked it. to the 
Berlin Crisis mobilization: 

TUe Secretaty also wanted the President to call the 
National Guard and Organized Reserve into service, a 
step that I saw as premature. 

Although I wanted an expression of national resolve, I 
way« conscious that without congressional legislation a 
Reserve callup would be for only a year, and I knew 
that a year would not do the job in Vietnam without a 
massive, uninterrupted bombing campaign against North 
Vietnam, which I knew the Administration was not likely 
to approve.  I well remembered the Reserve callup by 
President Kennedy during the Berlin Crisis, when strong 
pressures arose before one year was up, to bring the 

boys home, a recollection that President Johnson told 
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ue   later   that   he   shared.      Pro* idea   there   vaa   «a 
eouitatle dr*ft  without   spec ial   exception«   for  anybody 
ci»t the oo$t essential civilian wc-xers,   I  bei:eve4 the 
b'ii-leii  of  th» war could  be  shared   by  the  whole   «pectrue 
of  American  youth  over  an  extended   period,   and   I   wan 
convinced  tlsot   it  would  be  a  loatj war.     A call—ip of 
7cse "ves   sho.ilJ   be ua^e  only  when   the  en*-ay   wa*   near 
dete«'.  a»-: r. re Aaerican troop* co'.ld  cssare  if.*' 

€\%&   though   the   President   refused   tc   nobilire   an>   portion   of   the 
Guard   or   Rr.s   rvr«.   in   19'<5,   contrary   to   trie    reco^.erdjLic-ns   of   hia 
Secretary   of   urtense,    the   Joint   Ciitts   of    5t»ff    sr 1   others,    tne 
Ce?#i cut it   o"  Oe.r^r*»e,   reverrne «ss,   clung   to   »_   fr*coe   Cfcot  OOPI lira tier, 
would occur   foe   roe  Vietnam War.     the  Pxesid-nt   »:id   not   foreclose   that 
poe 3i.sii.it/.      In   Vugnac   ' »6*>t   Scwret^ry   M'.Njmr.'-a   repotted   r->   Cca^re-a 
1'\*c  "*tHj t ill-' -c  of   ehe  activ» Ana*  fod  the   impruvone   L  vf  the  rea.HnctS 
of   a  p >rt ioa  jl     le  Reserve  Cocoon* ata   wer«?  necessary   to  ctaet   plauaed 
deplo\-ue~r *   r^  Scat ca.it /sia,   tn provide   ad littoral   forces  f^r   possible 
nerf cVclc/annr«,   ar.d  to br;  ablt-  to   deal  vii h  e*is:*   elsevhcr-»   in  the 
wcrL."*'« 

Th'itfo?*,   c     /roy create.,  the  Seitecod  *vcerv»_  Korcc   (SRF)  with»n 
tin     existing    Re.'i/    IVserve,    to    locrraan    reaJin^sa    for    early 
"ICM: ita*:« ;o.     * he   wRK  va»   niirtat*±d   in Occoboi    1VÖ5  and   rhe   formation 
vaa  Centntttt-d  vit tin   four concha       The  SRJ   initi il*.     ccnsisted  ot   three 
i.ni.«rrr>   <* iv: *i.m%>   K ionped   Iro»  f'ejents   of   nine   ARNC  divisions),   tix 
sapciac^   wri**»J«".<  (farmed   frcoi  thr-?e  exi*ti^g ARNC   auparale  brigades   and 
threo  ARhG .ti*fi#ionol   brigades/,   one   ARNO   artrored   cavalry   regieent,   and 
tnary roffiß.lt  support  and  combat  service  r.uppott  unir-.     In  all,   th*re were 
V7  SRF   mitt  at  th     end  of  FY *6.   with  «i   strui.2th   ~t  130,000:     the  APNC 
hue   744  units  feiet.   .18,900  p-rrioncii,   and  the  I'SAR  had   31,600  oersonnei 
in  231  units."'     A»1  SRF  units  were  directed  to  accomplish a  a&xiousi of 
admini-i**ctive   pr par at ion   to   satisfy   a   quicx   mo'oi i nation.     The   SRF 
cjicvt wi(, fc«s« • en the asiurtption that aobili^scion would orcar« 

!'re-.-'.dent Jo'»;.i»cn presented only cn^ reaaon for niroobiliza'-ion in 
iv(c : h. v Fear rW.it ttiir.h a warlike action mi^hr trigger s greater wai 
vit.i Chin« and !\ »sii.     Kean-s  tells of other  r»^ons: 

T.r.   privat«   conversation,   Johnson   admitt jtf   two   other 
C •jtULderatior.s:     Hii   c*»ir  "5(   'touching    »fr   *   ri.Mit-wlng 
•ta^oedc'   3rd   his   concern   for   the   Creat   Society. 
^jii  inceJ    that   McCarthyia»   "a«    dorvrr.t    cat    t-.ot 
liofebted,   *Ohn»an  feared   :;bat   if  the   fu.l  ext  nt  of  o ir 
difficult In    In   Vie* nao   were   kn^w.i,    th'?   political 
ri^ufa  fore«   of uncet» rniineu   six*  whoso   pov^r  JohnLon 
ita>y»t     ce" In inly    overestimated—wouH     ?euv     the 
iAt'tlntitfn  und  detrand  an  ir.vaa.on  of  Nctti   Viecna«  &nd 
th *   boa ün;; et  Hanoi       Johnson  waa  auch  more     oncerned 
wit!-   t.i.   kind   of   fur >r   ; hat   men   like   J^hn    «tennis, 
richard   .li <on,   Geral 1   ?or-J,    a:id   ^Cn«ri   mivht   have 
*t«ttad   thj.,1   r,e  was   .-.boat   an;      ov:   o^pojltior.     This 
tr*flc-twd  his  knowledge of   the   sources  of  congressional 
pwver.     Disas.euhli ig  wai   the   oi.ly   vt>   t o   *e».p   the 
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stampede from beginning.  By pretending there was no 
major conflictf by minimizing the level of spending and 
by refusing to call up the Reserves or ask Congress for 
an acknowledgement or acceptance of the war, Johnson 
believed he could keep the levers of control in his 
hands.26 

Chester L. Cooper wrote that the nonraobilization decision was a 
balance between military requireinents in Vietnam versus political 
consequences at home: 

The announced increase to 123,000 men was almost 
certainly substantially less than either the Joint 
Chiefs or Westmoreland had requested and expected. 
Johnson was determined to fight the war with minimum 
disruption at home, and the troop increase was not 
baaed cu the estimated number required, but rather on 
the maximum number that could be deployed --ithout 
having to call up the Reserves.  Doling out ado*tittsBl 
fore*» with a view to balancing off ail < 
requirements in Vietnam and political conseque. »i at 
home typified the President's approach.  He wianed to 
avoid giving the impression that the United States was, 
in fact, 'at war.'2' 

Another but similar explanation of the President's decision is given 
by Doris Kearns:  "Johnson recoiled from the dramatic display of 
Presidential action of a Presidential declaration, asking Congress for 
higher taxes to pay for the war, and ordering a mobilisation.  The 
alternate strategy—which was Johnson's strategy—was to tell Congress 
and the public no more than absolutely necessary."2** 

David Halber»tarn's analysis in The Best and the Brightest of 
President Johnson's decision not to mobilize in 1965 is also particularly 
revealing: 

If there were no decisions which were crystallized and 
hard, then they could not leak, *nd if they c^'tld not 
leak, then the opposition could not point t<- :hem. 
Which was why he waa not about to call up the reserves, 
because the use of the reserves would blow it all.  It 
would be eelf-evident that we were really going to war, 
and that we would in fact have to pay a price.  Which 
went against all the Administration planning:  this 
would be a war without a price, a silent, politically 
invisible war.  The military wanted to call up the 
Reserves. 

He was against a call-up of the Reserves for other 
reasons as well«  It would, he thought, telegraph the 
wrong signals to the adversaries, particularly China 
and the Soviet Union (frighten them into the idea that 
this was a real war) and Hanoi, which might decide that 
it was going to be a long war (he did not intend to go 
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into * long war), and he felt if you called up Che 
Reserves you had to be prepared to go the distance end 
you might force your adversary to do the sane* He also 
felt that it would frighten the country, and he had 
just run as a peace candidate; similarly, he felt it 
would be too much of a sign chat the military were in 
charge and that the civilians would turn over too much 
responsibi iity to the mi 1itary•  Fins 1ly, and above 
all, he feared that it would cost him the Great 
Society» tnat his enemies in Congress would seize on 
the war as a means of denying him his social 
legislation.29 

John K. Mahon has written that there were three major reasons for 
President Johnson's refusal to mobilize the Guard and Reserve in 1965: 
(1)  to conceal America's military commitment in Vietnam from the 
American people; (2) to avoid sending a belligerent message to the North 
Vietnamese» Chinese, and Soviets; and (3)  to preserve the Reserves tor 
other contingencies 30 

Whatever President Johnson's motivations not to mobilize the Guard 
and Reserves in 1965, one of his objectives is now clear: he wished to 
conceal the expanded Anerican participation in Vietnam from the public at 
large, from Congress, and from most of his own government. This policy 
of concealment was made explicit in National Security Action Memorandum 
328, 6 April 1965.31 Calling up the National Guard and Reserves would 
have destroyed the duplicity. 

Nonmobilization in 1966 and 1967 

By November 1965, the infiltration of North Vietnamese units had 
increased substantially.  General Westmoreland requested additional 
forces on 22 November 1965, and following another trip to South Vietnam, 
Secretary of Defense HcNamara recommended troop deployments totaling 74 
battalions and 400,000 US personnel by the end of 1966, with possibly 
200,000 more in 1967.32  The Joint Chiefs continued to advocate a 
callup of the Reserves.  They believed that commitments to NATO and 
elsewhere, as well as General Westmoreland's troop requirements for 
Vietnam, could not be met without a mobilization. The JCS also felt that 
only a massive deployment of troops and firepower would end the war in 
the least time and with the least cost. 

Thus, whether from pure instinct or considerable intellect, but 
certainly with a clarity of insight, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, all of 
the same conclusion, and General Johnson, the Army Chief of Staff, more 
so, saw the need to mobilize. They did not share with President Johnson 
any illusion of wishful thinking about the length of the war or its 
requirements.  The Chiefs' arguments to mobilize were not couched in 
terms of psychology out upon a tried and true approach to war:  if there 
is to be war, do it and end it as early as possible* 

American diplomatic initiatives regarding Vietnam continued to fail 
in late 1965 and early 1966. and the decision on additional forces beyond 
the 44 battalions of 196* had to be faced.  Existing Regular US forces 
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could not provide Chose needed in Vietnam, especially combs" support and 
service support units. Therefore, there were only two classic choices in 
raising necessary manpower:  mobilizing the Guard and Reserve, or form 

fi «nd train new units by manpower raised by the draft and volunteers. 
I President Johnson again refused the mobilization option in 1966, and the 

capability to raise manpower continued to be an issue of major concern to 
military and most political leaders during 1966 and 1967.33 

On 9 February 1966, Secretary McNamara held a meeting in his 
9g conference room with the Service Secretaries, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
*• (minus the chairman) and others to discuss force requirements of Admiral 

Sharp and General Westmoreland.  Three cases of raising manpower to 
satisfy requirements were discussed: 

Case l:  assumed that Reserves would be called up, tours extended, 
r and units would be redeployed from other overseas areas. 
.* 

Case 2:  same as case 1 except no callup of Reserves. 

Case 3: no callup of Reserves and no redeployment. 

Secretary McNamara stnted that he could not tell which of the three 
cases to assume, but for the present t" plan on no mobilization of the 
Guard and Reserves, that mobilization was still an open question, and 
that to assume no callup would not prejudice the question.  The Summary 
of Record of this 9 February meeting includes these statements: 

2 With respect to the possible Reserve callup, this is to 
• be subjected to intense critical analysis over the next 

several weeks.  It must be studied on a worldwide 
basis.  Furthermore, General Westmoreland and Admiral 
Sharp have done a good deal of work on alternatives 
under Case 1 to callup of the Reserves ...» 

Mr. McNamara said that it was important that everyone 
understand why a Reserve callup is receiving such 
careful study.  There are at least two important 
considerations.  First, the problem is a very 
complicated one and we do not yet have all the facts. 

m Mr. Morris and others will amass the necessary data as 
soon ss possible.  Second, the political aspects of a 
Reserve callup are extremely delicate.  There are 
several strong bodies of opinion at work in the 
country. Look, for example, at the Fulbright Committee 
hearings.  One school of thought, which underlies the 

I Gavin thesis, is that this country is overextended 
economically and that we cannot afford to do what we 
are doing.  Another school of thought feels that we 
plain should not be there at all, whether or not we can 
afford it.  A third school of thought is that although 
we are rightly there, the war is being mismanaged so 

I that we are heading straight toward war with China. 
Furthermore, there is no question but that the economy 
of this country is beginning to run near or at its 
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capacity with the resulting probability of a shortage 
of certain skills and material«  If this continues ve 
may be facing wage and price controls, excess profits 
ta,;es, etc., all of which will add tuel to the fire of 
those who say we cannot afford thin.  With all these 
conflicting pressures it is i very difficult and 
delicate task for ehe Administration to mobilize and 
maintain t*v required support in this country to carry 
on the war properly.  The point ?f all this is to 
emphasize that a call up of the Reserves presents 
extremely serious problems in many areas and a decision 
cannot- be made today. 

General Johnson said tie wished co add three additional 
considerations.  First« a Reserve callup might be an 
important factor in the reading or.  the North Vietnamese 
a-iJ the Chinese with respect to our determination to 
see thiti war through.  Second, Reserve callups are 
trad;tronaliy a unifying 'actor.  Third, as a larger 
problem, a hard lonp-tarm leek should be taken at the 
degree to which we as a government are becoming 
committed to a containnent policy along all the 
enomous southern border of China.  Mr. Mcftacara said 
he would ask for a JCS s*udy of this last point and 
discussed it briefly. 

During the course of the meeting, General Johnson also 
pointed out that with respect to overseas deployment, 
the Army is alre.idy shortchanging certain overseas 
creaj so as co increase the training cadres in COHUS. 
He pointed MftC that because of the effect on the 
strategic resei.e of deployments already made, the 
quality of new units will be lover than at prejent.^ 

On 1 March 1966, the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded their 
recommendation regarding 1966 deployments (Phase Tt A (R) forces—later 
named Program 3) to Vietnam and reconstituting the Strategic Reserve. 
TVey stated that to satisfy further force requirements in Vietnam and to 
reconstitute the strategic Reserve would require "a selective callup of 
Reserve nniM and personnel &v.d  extension of tents of service." The JCS 
also recommended th^*: if the R«?«^rve; *vere not called up or terms of 
service expended, then tne deployments for 1966 (Program 3) should be 
extended iiitc 1967. On 10 March 1966, the Secretary of Defense rejected 
this advic«? and directed the JCS to plan for deployment oc forces without 
either a callup or extension oi  terms of service.1-* 

On 7 October i*>66, *.he TCS forwarded to   the Secretary of Defense 
their analysis of the worldwide US military posture in light of meeting 
the 1966 and 1967 cVploynent requirements for Vietnam.  This analysis 
concluded that without a callup of Reserves, no change in rotation policy 
(1-year tour), tad assuming that resources for the proposed 1967 
deployment to Viet-.*!T. would hi* taVe.i from existing US worldwide 
structure, *:hen ehe Army woulc1. have a force deficiency of three and 
two-thirds active divisions.  :'he JCS analyzed the value of a 
mobilizition for the Army thusly: 
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Significant withdrawals of equipment have been made 
fro« the Reserve  Components  to  support  new 
activations. This has resulted in a degradation of the 
training capability and the mobilization potential of 
the Reserve Components.  Therefore« full or partial 
mobilization of Reserve units would have only limited 
effectiveness  in accelerating Army deployments. 
However, mobilization of Reserve units would permit a 
more rapid restoration, personnel-wise, of the STRAF. 
In addition, Reserve unit mobilization and subsequent 
deployment of these units to Europe or Korea would 
accelerate restoration of Army forces in those areas. 
Selective mobilization of  Reservists  possessing 
critical skills could greatly improve the quality of 
the training and sustaining base and the quality of 
deploying units which are now having to deploy with 
shortages of skills and experienced leaders.  Selective 
mobilization would permit some acceleration of unit 
deployments.3^ 

The kind of mobilization the JCS were thinking about in their 
analysis during the fall of 1966 was a large mobilization of 688,500 
Guardsmen and Reservists fron* all four services, and they wanted that 
mobilization to occur by December 1966. However, the JCS also recognized 
that such a mobilization would not solve all the probl« 

Certain critical problems cannot be fully resolved by 
mobilization because of equipment and skill shortages. 
Of particular note in the case of the Army, equipment 
withdrawals  from  the  Reserve  Components  have 
substantially weakened the Army's Reserve structure.-*7 

In November 1966, the President made his decision on force 
deployments to Vietnam through FY 67 (Program 4).  The forces programmed 
were to be significantly less than requested by the field commander:  a 
ceiling of 470,000 to be reached by June 1968, as opposed to the request 
for 542,000 by the end of calendar year 1967.  However, there would not 
be a mobilization of the Guard and Reserves.*• The Program 4 decision 
met with disagreement, for varioua reasons, on Capitol Hill and in the 
press.  Many political leaders spoke out against the restricted force 
levels.  Senator Stennis, Chairman of the Armed Services Committee, 
argued for. meeting General Westmoreland1 s troop requests "even if it 
should require mobilization or partial mobilization."  The JCS also 
sharply disagreed with the ceiling of 470,000.39 

On 20 April 1967, the JCS formally reported to the Secretary of 
Defense that NACV required additional forces in FY 68 (Program 5) to 
achieve the objectives.  They examined service capabilities to meet the 
forces requirements under two alternate cases:  No Reserve callup or 
extension of terms of service, or having a mobilization and a 1-year 
e* ansion of terms of service. The Chiefs concluded: 
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Considering our current worldwide commitments a Reserve 
callup for a minimum of 24 months and involuntary 
extension of terms of service for 12 months are the 
only fessible means of meeting the additional FY 1968 
requirements in the stipulated time frame.  The effect 
of a 24-month limitation on callup of Reserves is that 
the Armed Forces would expend their major Reserve 
assets by end FY 1972 as a result of successive callup 
and commitment of Reserve units.  This would be avoided 
if Reserve units were held for the duration of the 
emergency. Authority to do this and to extend terms of 
service involuntarily would require Congressional 
action. 40 

The Chiefs consequently recommended a Reserve callup for a minimum of 
24 months and involuntary extension of terms of service for 12 months* 
K">wr*er, Mr, William Hundy of the State Department wrote a memorandum on 
1 hay 1967 in which he argued against mobilization: 

Apart from the military merits, any force increase that 
r.aches  the  *Plimsoli  Line'—calling  up  the 
r •* »erves—involves a truly major debate in Congress. 
biiJer present circumstances, I believe such a debate 
(. -'d only encourage Hanoi, and might also lead to 
).f3sures to go beyond what is wise in the North, 
a. tcifically mining Haiphong.  Unless there are 
ov* rriding military reasons—which I do not myself 
set—we should not get into such a debate this 

41 summer. * 

Assistant Secretary of Defense Alan Enthoven, head of the Systems 
Analysis Office, attacked the war strategy of increasing force levels. 
Of the mobilization issue he wrote on 4 May 1967: 

Additional forces, added burdens on the US economy, and 
calling of the Reserves will only serve to increase 
DRV's belief that the US will not remain in SVN for the 
long pull.  Additional forces make it appear that we 
are trying for the 'quick kill.'  Hanoi knows that we 
cannot achieve it and that the American public will be 
bitter and divided unless we do.  We should be looking 
for ways to ease the burden for the years ahead, rather 
than making the war more costly.^2 

In May 1967, considerable attention was focused on determining 
capabilities of the services to provide troops and units without calling 
the Reserves or further drawing down of units in Europe.  A 5 May Systems 
Analysis Office study concluded that the services could provide only 
66,000 of the additional 186,000 troops requested by MACV, and only 19 
combat battalions of the additional 42 requested 43 

On 19 May 1967, Assistant Secretary of Defense John McNaughton 
surfaced a comprehensive Draft Presidential Memorandum (DPM) that not 
only challenged the war strategy, but especially opposed increased force 
deployments: 
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Limiting the present decision to an 80,000 add-on does 
the very important business of postponing the issue of 
a Reserve call-up (and all of its horrible baggage), 
but postpone it is all that it do«s—probably to a 
worse time, 1968.  Providing the 80,000 troops is 
tantamount to acceding to the whole Westmoreland-Sharp 
request-  This being the case, they will 'accept' the 
80,000.  But six months from now, in will come messages 
like the '470f0OU-570,00O' messages, saying that the 
requirement remains at 201,000 (or more).  Since no 
pressure will have been put on anyone, the military war 
will have gone on as before and no diplomatic progress 
will have been made.  It follows that the 'philosophy' 
of the war should be fought out now so everyone will 
not be proceeding on their own major premises, and 
getting us in deeper and deeper; at the very least, the 
President should give General Westmoreland his limit 
(as President Truman did to General MacArthur).  That 
is, if General Westmoreland is to get 550,000 men. he 
shu .Id be told 'that will be all, and we mean it.'** 

Mr. McNaughton went on to address force increases by asking five 
questions, and providing the answers to them«  One of the questions, and 
his response, was: 

Will the move to call up 200,000 Reserves, to extend 
enlistments, and to enlarge the uniformed strength by 
500,000 (300,000 beyond the Reserves), combined with 
the increased US larger initiative, polarize opinion to 
the extent that the 'doves' in the US will get out of 
hand—massive refusals to serve, or to fight, or to 
cooperate, or worse.7 

The answer to Question 1 (regarding 'dove' reaction), 
we believe, is a qualified no.  Barring escalation of 
the 'external' war discussed under Question 5, we 
believe that increased forces will not lead to massive 
civil  disobedience.   However,  a  request  for 
Congressional authority to call Reserves voula lead to 
divisive debate.** 

On 31 May 1967, the JCS responded to the 19 May McNaughton memorandum 
in sharply worded and strong terms.  Among other cbjections to the DPM, 
the Chiefs expressed the belief that "despite some unpredictable debate a 
Reserve callup would be willingly accepted [by the American people]."*" 

Under Secretary of State Nicholas DeB Kat^enbach also responded (on 8 
June 1967) to the 19 May McNaughton draft memorandum.  Regarding the 
issue of troop increases and mobilization, he listed a few advantages and 
10 disadvantages.  His recommendations were essentially consistent with 
those of McNaughton, which were opposed to large increased deployments, 
and did not support a mobilization of th? Guard and Reserves.*' 
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In July 1967, ehe Jebate continue«!. •  Secretary KcHamara «gain 
visited Saigon, the press became more involved, papers were prepared, and 
meetings were held. The focus by this time was on force levels for l7Y 68 
(Program 5). The final Program 5 decision came in aid-August 1967, and 
was, as all expected, s compromise: between 45,000 and 50,000 men would 
be *Jep3oyed in ft  68, bringing the total to 525,000.  Secretary McNamara 
had ftuggl ^ed an increase of 15,000 to 30,000, while General Westmoreland 
had requested an increased 70.0C0.  No mobilization would occur.  The 
bulk of the increased Any combat units was scheduled to arrive in 
Vietnam in February and March 1968, and included the 82nd Airborne 
Division (-), the 11th tight Infantry Brigade, and four separate Infantry 
battalior«.*' 

Major attention wa^ devoted in the fall of 1967 to accelerate 
deployments of Program 5 and to find new approaches to military 
operations ia  Vietnam,  Calendar year 1907 ended with the Program 5 
combat elementr either closing Vietnam or on their way tcere, with 
mobilization continuing to be & major issue, and with a continuing 
Presidential derision not to mobilize. 
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CHAPTER 4 

1968 MOBItlZATIOH FOR THE VIETNAM V*2 

lytM ai ct*e jMsüasi &A ^siaaaiMiiM iQ iaaaa IMS 
When calendar year 1968 began, American Army coitbat unit« had been 

fighting in Vietnam for 34 months (since Karch 1965)* The new year began 
with the combat elements of Program 5 (?Y 58) either closing in Vietnam or 
proceeding there on an accelerated schedule« The approved force levels in 
Program 5 totaled 52S,000, with «n Army portion of 351,618 which for the Army 
was a net increase of 27,983 over Program 4.* 

The Army National Guard 
unit strengtet of approximate 
an Individual Ready Roserve 
included 8 combat divisions, 
brigades, 2 engineer brigade 
battalions, and other units, 
in January I9fc8 that "The Re 
important role in our overal 
major portions of our active 

and Army Reserve had a combined Ready Reserve 
1> 680,000, organisrd Lato some 7,000 units, plus 
strength of over 540,000,  The force structure 
13 training divisions, 21 »enarate combat 

•J, 7 support brigades, 250 separate com'uet 
The Secretary of Defense reported * o Congress 

serve Forces continue lo serve a vitally 
I  posture of nrtion.ti security, particularly when 
forces sre deployed ^vers**». »2 

The Regular Army structure in January 1968 included 19 numbered 
divisions, with a total Active Army strength of about 1.5 million. These 
divisions were located in the United States, Vietnam, Korea, and Europe as 
follows: 

C0NUS (STRAC forces) 
(-); 1st and 2nd Armored. 

5th Mechanized, 6th Infantry; 82nd Airborne 

RVN: 1st, 4th, 9th, 23rd, 25th Infaatry, 1st Cavalry (Ai 
101st Airborne« and the 3rd Brigade, fl2nd Airborne. 

bile); 

Korea: 2n i and 7th Infantry* 

FRG:  3rd, 8th, 24th u.fantry; 3rd and 4ih Armored. 

Thus, the Army's Strategic Resarve in January 1968 was 4 2/3 divisions, 
consisting of two Armored Divisions (with cne of the 2nd Armored Division's 
Infantry Battalions deployed in RVW>, tw» Infantry Oivision*, and the S2i»d 
Airborne Civision vies* its 3rd Brigide). At that time, the Army Had nine 
infantry brigades not organic to an/ divisions, snd all but one of them were 
uationei overseas:  1ä»-« 173rd (Airborne), l'-*6rh, l<*8th, and 199th in RVTi; 
171st and 172nd in Alaska. ,. * the 193rd in the Canal £one. Only the !97th 
remained *'  COMUS (at Fort lamninj,. Georgia).  The only Armored Brigade that 
existed separate f**om a division waa :: * 194th which was stationed at Fort 
Ord, California.' 

The early monchs of 1968 witnessed major -- o-?inizations still t •-   ...g 
in the Army National Guard and Army Rea-rv, a  reviewed in Chapter 2.  In 
addition to across-the-board changes, tha Selective Reserve Forct (SRF) was 
also being reorgaaized. After two years of its exUt-uce, the SRF was deemed 

improperly organised to provide a proper balance of combat, combat aupport, 
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and coabat service support elements.  Therefore, beginning in December 1967, 
the SRF was reorganized to include a support package, while some units were 
dropped, result'-^, in a balanced three-division force named SRF 1A. 
Simultaneous witn the creation of SRF 1A was a new structure called SRF II. 
SRF 1A was then replaced by SRF II on I May 1968. 

The readiness cf the Army National Guard and Army Reserve in January 1968 
was, on the whole, less than it had been prior to the beginning ot the 
Vietnam War.  This overall condition was caused by reorganizations and by 
major shortages of equipment.  Not only had the Guard and Reserves not been 
provided their full TOE equipment, but a great deal of what had been issued 
has been withdrawn to support the Regular Army forces in Vietnam.  The 
Tainin^ ot Ready Reserve units, however, had improved as a result of the 
4-hour training assembly that had replaced, in October 1966, the old 2-hour 
drill. 

The Secretary of Defense reported to Congress in January 1969 that "The 
Vietnam bu.ldup in 1965-66 [sic] necessitated a considerable drawdown of 
stocks from the active and reserve forces ....  This resulted in a 
considerable quantity of major pieces of equipment being taken from Reserve 
units which in turn had an adverse impact on the state of readiness of these 
units."4 

The readiness status of the Selected Reserve Force was vastly better than 
that of the bala.. ~e of the Ready Reserve.  In January 1968, the SRF consisted 
of 1 Infantry Divisions, 5 separate Infantry Brigades, I separate Mechanised 
Infantry Brigade, 1 Armored Cavalry Regiment, and many combat support and 
combat service support units, for a total strength of 150,000, organized into 
977 units.  SRF units were authorized 100 percent TOE strength, an increase 
in repair parts, additional full-time support technicians, priority for 
training spaces in Army training centers, and were training 50 percent more 
than other Guardsmen and Reservists.  Equipment was transferred to the SRF 
from lower priority units.  Nevertheless, even these highest priority SRF 
units were short equipment, including weapons, communications, tactical 
vehicles, modern --ircraft, and ground surveillance radar equipment.-* 
Despite the equipment shortages and reorganization, SRF units were ready in 
1968 for mobilization.  They were ready psychologically and physically, were 
well-trained and well-led.  The Chief, National Guard Bureau reported at the 
end ot FY 67 that "The SRF, through its accelerated training program, 
attained the highest level of mobilization readiness in the leng history of 
th* Rational Guard."6 

Partial Mobilization in January 1968 

Calendar year 1968 began ill-omened.  In Korea, an assassination squad of 
North Koreans infiltrated into Seoul to murder South Korea's President Park. 
The attempt failed at the last minute.  Then, on 23 January, the North 
Koreans seized the L'SS Pueblo and imprisoned its crew.  President Johnson 
reported in his memoirs that "there was a distinct possibility that South 
Korean forces might be withdrawn from Vietnam," and tnat, "in addition, we 
had received intelligence reports that a crisis might develop around West 
3eriin."7 

On 1     January 1968, President Johnson directed, by Executive Order, a 

partial callup oi the Guard and Reserves as a result of the Pueblo incident. 
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He refrained from declaring a national emergency, which would have permitted 
him to bring uu to 1 million Ready Reservists on active duty for * period of 
up to 1 year.  The legal authority actually used by the President was Public 
Law 39-687 (the 1967 DOD Appropriations Act), which included the following 
key language;  "Notwithstanding any other provision of law, until June 30, 
1968, the President may, when he deems ir necessary, order to active duty any 
unit of the Ready Reserve of an armed force for a period of not to exceed 
twenty-four months." The same act aLso gave authority to call up any member 
of the Ready Reserve who had not served on active duty or active duty for 
training for 120 days or more and wno had not fulfilled nis statutory Reserve 

military obligation.** 

Twenty-eight units involving 14,801 unit members were mobilized under the 
January order:  6 units with 593 Navy Reserve members; 14 units naving 9,340 
members of the Air National Guard; and 8 units having 4,868 Air Reserve 
member*.  No Army »itionai Guard, Army Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve or Coast 
Guard Reserve units or individuals were called.  Although the 25 January 
mobilization was not ordere .1 at the time specif tcilly for Vietnam, four of 
the Air National Guard units (.tactical fighter squadrons) were deployed to 
RVN in May 1968.  All six of the activated Naval Reserve units were 
demobilized by the end oi  calendar year 1968, as were seven of the eight Air 
Reserve units.  3y December 1969, all of the units mobilized under the 25 
January 1968 order were deactivated.' 

19*»3 Decision to Mobilize for the Vietnam War 

The enemy*s TET offensive began on 31 January 1968, only 8 days after the 
Pueblo was seized.  The strength, intensity, and length of this attack took 
the US command and the US public by surprise.10  As the large-scale TET 
operations continued, Secretary McNamara asked the JCS on 9 February to 
provide plans for emergency reinforcements of COMUSMACV.  A formal request by 
General Westmoreland for reinforcements was made on 12 February.11  Also on 
12 February, the JCS provided the Secretary of Defense with the following 
three plans for emergency reinforcements to counter the TET offensive: 

Plan One, which is based upon prompt deployment of the 
82nd Airborne Division and 7/9 Marine Divis ion/wing 
team, call up of some 120,000 Army and Marine Corps 
Reserves, and appropriate legislative action to permit 
extension of terms of service of active duty personnel 
and the recall of individual reservists. 

Plan, Two, which would deploy as many Marine Corps 
Battalions as are now available in C0NUS, less one 
battalion in the Caribbean, the battalion in the 
Mediterranean, and the Guantanamo Defense Force,  This 
plan would not be baaed upon a callup of reservists or 
legislative action. 

Plan Three, which would deploy the 82nd Airborne 
Division but would leave Marine Corps Battalions in 
CONUS.  This plan would likewise envisage no Reserve 
callup and no legislative action 12 
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The Joint Chiefs recommended to defer until a later time the decision 
to deploy reinforcements (which was a remarkable position to take during 
a major war), but, favoring Plan One, again recommended mobilization of 
the Guard and Reserves.  Specifically, the JCS recommended the following 
regarding mobilization: 

As a matter of prudence, call certain additional 
Reserve units to active duty now»  Deployment or 

emergency reinforcements to Vietnam should not be made 
without concomitant callup of Reserves sufficient at 
least to replace those deployed and provide for the 
increased  sustaining  base  requirements  of  all 
Services.  In addition, bring selective Reserve force 
urits to full strength ajd an increased state of combat 
readiness. 

Legislation be sought now to (I)  provide authority to 
call individual reservists to active duty; (2)  extend 
past 30 June 1968 the existing authority to call 
Reserve units to active duty; and (3)  extend terms of 
service for active duty personnel »*3 

President Johnson met with his advisers (Rusk, McNamara, Clifford, 
Wheeler, Taylor, Helms, and Reston) on 12 February to discuss General 
Westmoreland's request for reinforcements.  Calling up the Reserves was 
discussed.  The President approved reinforcements but again rejected 
mobilization.  President Johnson wrote of the 12 February mobilization 
question:  "Wheeler was in favor; McNamara wcs opposed.  I asked them to 
study the problem further and to agree on a recommendation."^  The 
meeting continued the following day, and the President reported the 
following in his memoirs about the discussion: 

My advisers still disagree on whether Reserves should 
be called and, if so, how many and in what categories. 
I told McNamara and Wheeler there were many questions I 
wanted them to answer*  I remember the complaints about 
the callup of Reserves during President Kennedy's 
administration and, more recently, the failure to use 
effectively those who had been called up during the 
Puebio crisis. 

Why. I asked, is it necessary to call up Reserve units 
at tnis time?  If we decided on a callup, how large 
should it be?  Could we reduce the numbers by drawing 
on forces stationed in Europe or South Korea?  Could we 
avoid or at least postpone individual Reserve callups? 
If Reserve» were called, where would they be assigned? 
How long would they serve? What would be the budgetary 
implications?   Would  congressional  action  be 
necessary?  I said that I would take no action until I 
received satisfactory answers to these and several 
other questions,1* 
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Secretary of Defense KcMamara also reportedly reflected« duriag the 
Vietnam War, on the Berlin Critis mobilization of 1961, «.nd was quoted as 
saying: 

The Berlin Crisis  .   •   .  required a substantial number 
of Reserves of all  forces.     We learned then that we 
1 Ite •ally  lacket t*»:e equipment to train the me a called 
tc active duty«    And when I  say literally  *acked the 
equipment,   I mean exactly that.    We uot only eld not 
have the equipment  fcr  those aen co tight  with,  we -iid 
not even have the equipment for th*m to trait; witb«*° 

On 13 February,  the reinforcement decision ot* tfco day before was 
being implemented,  co consist of the deployment of one brigade of the 
32nd Airborne Division and one Marine regimental  lanning tean,   for a 
total emergency reinforcement of 10,500 u^n.     Responding to this 
decision,  the JCd immediately forvarded tht ir recommendationa for a 
cal ;.up of tho Reserves:     the minimun callup,   ^htch would replace 
deploying force,  would requite J2,000 for the Army,   12.000 for th- Marine 
Corp3,  2,300 Navy Reserven,  and none fo* th* Aft force,     l\\ addition«  the 
Joint Chip's  sT*ssed tha.-_  It vould b?. both ^r^dent and ad/isable  tor a 
larger mobilisation vt 136,650:     58,000 Any,   51,000 Merines,   5,U0 Navy, 
and 22,500 Mr Fcrce«     The Joint Chiefs of Staff also  reiterated their 
rscoanmn.iction of 12 February that  legislation be sought tor mobilization 
«nd extenaian ot terms of service.'-' 

General  Vte-tmoreland also saw the need for a mobilization at that 
time  in order to  provide reinforcements "to deal telling blows" to the 
enemy forces and to increase the  strategic  re;erve.    Amazingly,  he re- 
tried the Guard and Reserve  03  a var-tine  reserve  force to be committed 
in Sattle ooiy when the offensiv-» presented rhe right opportunity.     Ke 
reported,  however,   that General  Wheeler  informed hia on 24 February undei 
the President's lirection,   that 'Wking e major callup of R« serves and 
contesting the enemy'9  geographical widening of the war was nolttically 
inteasible."*1*    Itie President reversed this decision two weeks   later. 

On 29 FeVviry,  Secretary of Defence Designate Clar-r Clif   »rd  (sworn 
in as Secretary on 1 Match)   initiated,  ac  the order o* the President,   a 
complete reexaraination of HS strategy  in Vietnam which oecame known as 
t.ne "A to 7" reassessment» I*    The last  «*eek of February and  first week 
ct March  1963 w.:re characterised by  frantic preparation,  dineuasion, 
consultation,   crd writing,     -'»n 4 March,   the "A to Z" res« jessart-.n^. was 
present*. J  to  »hd  r.veiaent-     The rccoroJit'n0.atious  included  * callup ot 
26_,000 Guards«*? A ad Res*»r,/i3C3,   -in increaa^J draft call,  and extension 
of tcviuh of  service 20 

Ti.e day jf b Mar--.li  J 962 pre-da Cad significant  decision* by trte 
Commandär-in-'.;-.i.jf.     The President io£ie the decision tc deploy 30,000 
more 4»fl to Vietnam,   in adr^i'ja to th.-  10,500 emergency augmentation 
decision of  12 Februaiy,    The Army  portion of this 30,000 increase 
totale a 2'4,200 a no consreted of one Inf.iutry brigade,  one mccraiizei 
brigade,  one Armored Cavalry -*qaadror.,    ..; Aviation company,   a Military 
Police «MCta'.ina  md combe.t  service rupport anits«     In addition to these 
Army   forces,  one brigndu was to   Up ley *-Q  replace a   Marine  regimental 
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landing team (RLT 27) and its support because the Marine Corps could not 
sustain the requested deployments. 

For the first time during the Vietnam War, the President's decision 
of 13 March 1968 called for a mobilization tor the Vietnam War.  There 
would be two Reserve callups, one in March to support the 30,000 
deployment, and one in May to reconstitute the strategic reserve at seven 
divisions.  However, it was also decided on 13 March chat there would be 
no extension of terms of service for those personnel currently on active 
duty and that only units would be mobilized, not individuals." 
Although there was no mob .ization in March, the 13 March decision 
enabled defense planners to finalize the Program 6 deployment plan to 
Vietnam. 

Cn 14 March, Secretary Clifford formalized these Presidential 
decisions in a memorandum to General Wheeler.  Also, on 14 March, 
Secretary of ehe Army Resor pointed out that an additional 13,500 men 
would have to be added to the 30,000 number to be deployed in order to 
support the Army forces in RVN. Therefore, tentative plans for the first 
callup would be for about 45,000:  31,563 to provide for the additional 
combat deployments and 13,437 to provide sustaining troops.  The May 
mobilization plan would then total 41,000, consisting of one division and 
its initial support increment (32,000), one brigade (4,000), and a post, 
camp, and station complement to open one additional station (5,000).ZJ 

The objectives of this 1968 mobilization were:  (1)  to provide 
troops for actual deployment to Vietnam as part of the emergency 
reinforcements, and (2)  to provide troops to remain in C0NUS to build up 
the strategic reserve.  The Joint Chiefs had long been concerned about 
the status of the general forces in CONUS.  They had pointed out in 
February 1968, for example, that the strategic reserves were constrained 
by shortages of critical skilled specialists, shortages of essential 
items of equipment and material, and that a high percentage of personnel 
were either Vietnam returnees rr were close to the end or their obligated 
active service.  In the words of the Chiefs, the strategic reserve "has 
been appreciably depleted because of Vietnam demands."^ 

At the time the mobilization decision was being made in March 1968, 
the US strategic reserve, which was defined as active division forces in 
the Continental United States, Hawaii, and Okinawa and the Marine units 
in the Caribbean and Mediterranean, consisted of 4 2/3 Army divisions and 
1 1/3 Marine divisions.  When the first US ground combat forces had been 
deployed to Vietnam in 1965, the strategic reserve had nine Army 
divisions and three Marine divisions.  The Chiefs had recommended in 
February 1968 that 245,000 Reserves be *nobilized exclusively for the 
strategic reserves, which would result in a strategic reserve of seven 
Army divisions and two Marine divisions. •* 

Following the historic 13 March decision to have a small mobilization 
(and to deplov additional forces to Vietnam), the Defense Department 
planned for the deployment of 43,500 additional troops to Vietnam. 
Program 6, therefore, totaled 54,000, made u:i of the 10,5CO emergency 
reinforcements and 13,500 support forces for it, plus 30,000 additional 
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personnel.  The President made Che final decision on the size of the 
mobilization and Program 6 on 28 March.  That decision provided for the 
deployment of the 10,500 emergency reinforcements, and the 13,500 support 
forces, but did not include any more. The actual mobilization would then 
involve approximately 24,500, which consisted of the 13,500 support 
package for deployment to Vietnam and an additional 11,000 to replenish 
the strategic reserves.^6 

Army Planning for M0bilization-7January-Apr.il 1968 

Based on the experience of the limited mobilization in 1961 during 
the Berlin Crisis, the Army developed in 1962 a Partial Mobilization Plan 
(PAM).  This plan was not kept current at any time following the 1965 
decision to not mobilize the RC for the Vietnam War.  The Army conducted 
no serious mobilization planning between 1965 and 1968.27 

Although the 25 January 1968 mobilization order did not include Army 
Reserve Components, the Army Staff, nevertheless, began frantic planning 
for a partial mobilization of the Army National Guard and Army Reserve on 
25 January in response to a directive to do so from the Secretary of the 
Army.  This planning was oriented initially towards the buildup of US 
Army forces in Korea and reconstitution of the Strategic Army Forces 
(STRAF), but later was expanded to include the need for additional Army 
forces in Vietnam.  It was assumed that a partial mobilization of Army 
Reserve Components would be authorized if major reinforcements of Army 
forces were deployed to Korea and/or Vietnam." 

The Army mobilization planning phase lasted from 25 January to 10 
April, and consisted of two types of planning:  (1)  intensive specific 
close-hold planning characterized by minimal guidance, restricted to a 
few selected persons on the Army Staff, short suspense dates, lack of 
staff coordination, changes in the type of units and strength of the 
force which tui^ht be authorized, and secrecy; and (2) general planning, 
which included a review of the 1961 mobilization during the Berlin 
Crisis, updated personnel procedures and information action, and 
preparation of a congressional information plan.  This general planning 
was well-coordinated wich the Army Staff and HQ CONARC.2* 

the first type of planning (intensive close-hold) focused on 
developing troop lists, and it lasted II weeks (25 January-10 April). 
This planning was actually accomplished in two distinct subperiods:  the 
period 25 January-9 February concentrated on developing plans to 
reinforce the Eighth US Army in Korea and to reconstitute the STRAF; 
during the period 10 February-10 April, planning additional forces for 
deployment to South Vietnam was added to the task.  Approximately 75 
fo~ce packages were developed during the 11-week period.  Daily revisions 
in lists of selected urits frequently occurred.  Each list (revision) 
required 600 to 850 copies for use by the Army Staff and members of 
Congress 30 

The process for troop list development was as follows:  The Office, 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development (0ACSFCR) would prepare a 
force package and forward the Reserve portion to the Chief, Office of 
Reserve Components (CORC), who would coordinate the Reserve force package 
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with th« Chief, National Guard Bureau (CNGB) and Chief, Army Reserve 
(CAR).  CORC, CNGB and CAR would designate specific units for 
aobilisation.  Coordination did not occur with HQ USCONARC, the 
Continental US Armies (CONUSA), the State Adjutants General or JS Army 
Reserve Commanders.  Neither did full staff coordination occur among the 
Army Staff in the development of troop lists.^1 

Planning was thus restricted and hampered.  Adding to the 
difficulties was the fact that the Army Guard and Army Reserve were 
undergoing a major reorganization that began 1 December 1967—and not 
completed until 31 May 1968.  Furthermore, current unit readiness data 
were not available at HQCA because the readiness reporting system of 
Reserve Components l.ad been suspended by the Undersecretary of the Army 
in 1966.32 

The plan to build up Army forces in Korea entailed developing a list 
of ARNC and USAR unita for deployment, developing requirements for 
individual filler personnel to fill Army units already in Korea, 
developing a list of ARNG and USAR units to reconstitute the STRAF, and 
developing a list of Regular Army units to reinforce in Korea.  In sum, 
thifc plan was to accomplish six specific actions: 

1. Fill Army forces currently in ROK with fillers. 

2. Redeploy the 82d Airborne division to ROK. 

3. Replace the 32a Airborne division with a mobilized RC 
diviaion. 

4. Deploy two Reserve Component (RC) divisions to ROK. 

5. Deploy two RC divisional sustaining support increment 
packages tc ^K. 

6. N      "ute and fill the STRAF with RC at a five-division 
force equivalent.. 

Th**e plans for reintwt H -*• the Eighth US Army and reconstituting the 
STRAF with RC were amended on Z  February by the Assistant Vice Chief of 
Staff, Army, who directed the development of two RC division force 
enuival»nt package3 of not over 90,000 total strength.  Plans were 
developed accordingly: 

1. Package A included the 67th and 49th Infantry Brigades (Mech) 
and the 59th Infantry Brigade, and additional support units. 

2. Package B included the 28th Infantry Division plus additional 
supporting units.** 

The advent of the TET Offensive on 31 January caused planning to also 
focus on sustaining operations in Vietnam,  Therefore, mobilization 
planning for Vietnam was added to the Korean and STRAF planning on 10 
February, and constituted the subperiod 10 February-10 A^ril.  During 
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mobilisation, were developed for the avta  of Korea, Vietnam, end STRAF. 
The first three lists ranged in strength from 90,000 to 126,000 men and 
contained various mixes of units. These plans were never adopted.-** 

The final Army troop list, submitted to the JCS on 2 April 1966, 
called for mobilization of 54,000 in three increments, for a total of 
five Infantry Brigades, an Armored Cavalry squadron and support units. 
On 4 April, the Secretary of Defense stated in a memorandum that the 
final troop list of 54,000 was too expensive and that a leas costly 
alternative .aust be developed.  Consequently, only the first of the three 
increment? was approved, consisting of only 76 units with a total of 
20,034 Guardsmen and Reservists. This final Army tr^op list was based on 
requirements for Vietnam and requirements to reconstitute the STRAF, but 
did not include forces for Korea.-*b 

Five major considerations were initially identified to determine the 
selection of specific units to be mobilized.  These criteria were, in 
priority order, as follows: 

1. Unit selection was to be based on requirements submitted by 
COMUSHACV and requirements to reconstitute the STRAF.  In cases where the 
required units were not in the ARNG or USAR structure, similar units were 
to be substituted. 

2. Every effort was to be made to select those units considered 
most operationally ready for deployment.  The prime candidates were, 
therefore, SRF units or former SRF units.  Newly activated units and 
those suffering from major reorganization were to be considered last. 

3. The C0NUS civil disturbance threat was to be a significant 
consideration in the selection of ARNG units, and those unite thought 
most likely to be involved in civil disturbance operations were to be 
considered last. No state was to be denuded of its National Guard that 
was having a significant civil disturbance threat. 

4. Units were to be selected to equally represent the proportion 
between the two Army RC, vhich at the time was 60 percent ARNG and 40 
p^rc^nt USAR. 

5. Units were to be selected geographically in relation to 
population, witn an equitable distribution among th* states.  This 
criterion was obviously not possible when major units such as brigades, 
squadrons, and battalions were selected for mobilization.^' 

A ai/.th criterion, directed by the Secretary of the ^rt^y on 4 March. 
was to avoid calling units which had significant numbers of men who had 
been mobilized in the 1961 Berlin Crisis call up.  This criterion was 
dropped when an Army analysis revealed that only a very small cumber of 
such personnel remained in the Ready Reserves in 196-s. 

In addition to mobilizing ARNG and UIJAH units, it was considered 
necessary to ilso call up individuals to fill active units and the 
mobilized RC units.  HQDA also considered it necessary to extend for one 
year tht terms of service for active personnel and to consider extension 
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of overseas tours.  Howe/er, on 27 March, the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense prohibited extension of terms of service. ° 

Actual Mobilization Decisions s  d Policv 

On 31 March 1968, President Johnson addressed the nation on 
television.  He summarized his efforts to achieve peace in Vietnam over 
the years and made fhe following brief comment about a callup of the 
Reserves: 

In order that these forces [ the 10,500 emergency 
reinforcements] may reach maximum combat effectiveness, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staf have recommended to me that 
we should be prepared to send—during the uext five 
months—support troops totalling approximately 13,500 
men. 

A portion of these men will be made available from our 
active forces.  The balance will come from Reserve 
Component units which will be called up for service.• 

The President then reiterated US objectives in Vietnam, and closed 
his address with the startling announcement that "... I shall not seek, 
and I will not accept, the nomination of my party for another term as 
your President."^ 

Contrary to the President's mobilization decision of 13 March 1968, 
his 31 March public statement, and DOD planning, there was only one 
mobilization for the Vietnam War.  President Johnson signed *n Executive 
Order (No. 11406) authorizing that mobilization, which was as follows: 

By virtue of the authority vested in me by paragraph 
(e) of Title I of the Department of Defense 
Appropriation Act, 1967 (80 Stat. 981), and by Section 
301 of Title 3 of the United States Code, and as 
President of the United States, it is hereby ordered as 
follows: 

The Secretary of Defense, and, when designated by him 
for this purpose, any of the Secretaries of the 
military departments of the Department of Defense, are 
hereby authorized and empowered to exercise the 
authority vested in the President until June 30, 1968, 
by paragraph (e) of Title I of the Department of 
Defense Appropriation Act, 1967 (80 Stat. 981) to order 
any unit in the Ready Reserve of an armed force to 
active duty for a period of not to exceed 24 months.^ 

It is noteworthy that the mobilizacion authority exercised by the 
President (and delegated to the Secretary of Defense) was based on the 
same legal authority utilized for the 25 January 1966 partial 
mobilization resulting from the Pueblo incident.  The mobilization was 
not based on a declaration of war nor a declaration of emergency. 
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Details of the mobilization «ere announced at 1000 hours on 11 April 
19&3 by Secretary of Defense Clifford at a news conference: 

The President has signed an Executive Order under which 
I am proceeding to call to active duty approximately 
24,500 men in some 88 units from the Reserve Components 
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force* 

The men are being called for service not to exceed 24 
months• 

Notifications are now being sent to all units« Each 
man will have a minimum of 10  days' notice before 
reporting. 

Of the 24,500, 10,000 are scheduled for depioymaut to 
South Vietnam in consonance with the program announced 
by the President on 31 March* The balance will be used 
mainly to strengthen the strategic reserve. 
Individuals from the strategic reserve are available tin 
replacements for South Vietnam. 

The Army is calling approximately 20,000 men in 76 
units of the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve. 

The Navy is calling approximately 1,000 men in two 
units of the Naval Reserve» They will be available for 
rotation between Southeast Asia and t\    United States. 
The Air Force will call approximately 3,500 men in 10 
units of the Air National Guard and the Air Force 
Reserve. About one-third of these will be deployed to 
Southeast Asia under current plans • • • • 

No decision has been nade at this time as to whether 
additional Reserve Forces will be called.^ 

The Secretary further announced that 3,600 members of the Individual 
Ready Reserve (IRR) would be called up to fill Active Army units and to 
fill those RC units mobilized. The IRR members would include only men 
who had served less than two years on active duty.^-* the Secretary's 
announcement was followed by a DOD news release which listed the units 
ordered to active duty 44 

The actual mobilization order was dated 11 April 1968. directing the 
mobilization to occur on 13 May 1968. The period between 11 April and 13 
May was the alert time. Refer to Table 4 for a list of the ARNG and USAR 
unita that were cobiliued and deployed to RVN, and to Table 5 for a list 
of the units mobilized to reconstitute the STRAF. 
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TABLE 4 

ARNG AND USAR UNITS MOBILIZED ON 13 MAY 1968 
AND SUBSEQUENTLY DEPLOYED TO RVN 

STATE UNIT COMPONENT 

Al aba« 650th Medical Det (DS) ARNG 

Arkansas HHC, 336th Ord Bn (fimno DS) USAR 

978th Arny Postal Unit (APU) (TyU) USAR 

Florida 231 st Trans Co (Med Boat) USAR 

Georgia 319th Trans Co (Lt Trk) USAR 

413th Fin Oet fActg) USAR 

Idaho 116th Engr Bn (Cbt) ARNG 

Illinois 126th Sup « Svc Co (DS) ARNG 

482d Med Det (Equip Meint) USAR 

Indiana Co D (Ranger) 151st Inf ARNG 

Kansas 842c- QM Co (Petrl, Sup Fwd) USAP. 

1011th Sup 1 Svc Co (DS) USAR 

Kentucky 2nd Bn, 138th Arty (155 Kow SP) ARNG 

950th Amy Postal  Unit (APU) (TyU) USAR 

.Maryland 472d Med Det (A*b) USAR 

isassachusatts Hq £ MMn Spt Co 513th M»1r>t Bn (DS) USAR 

H'-Mgan 424th Pers Svc Co (Type B) LI SAR 

Minnesota 452d Gen Sup Co (GS) USAR 

M<**lss«->M 173d QM Co (Petrl) USAR 

N*: •- k. 172d Trans Co (Med Trk Cargo) USAR 

295th Ord Co (Arno, DS/GS) USAR 

*w .-'ha ;Mre 3d Bn, 197th Arty (155 How Fwd) ARNG 

New .orv 74th Med riosp (Fid) USAR 

237th Malnt Co (Dlv Spt) USAR 

316th Ned Det (Blood 01 st) USAR 

449th Amy Postal Unit (TyZ) USAR 

1018th Sup A Svc Co (US) USAR 

North Carolina 312 Med Evac Hops (Se*1-abU USAR 

Ohio 311th Med Hosp (Fid) USAR 

1002d Sup A Svc Co (DS) USAR 

Pennsylvania 305th Med Det (Orthopedic) USAR 

357th Trans Co (Acft Malnt) (OS) USAR 

630th Trans Co (Med Trk, Cargo) USAR 

Rhode Island 107th Sig Co (Spt) ARNG 

Tennes see 378th Med Det (Neurosurg) USAR 

Texas 238th Malnt Co (Olv Spt) USAR 

Utah HHC, 259th QH Bn (Petrl) USAR 

Vermont 131st Engr Co (Lt Equip) ARNG 

Virginia 313th Med Det (Surg) USAR 

889th Med Det (Surg) USAR 

Washington 737th Trans Co (Med Trk, Petrl) USAR 

U1sconsln 377th Malnt Co (Lt) USAR 

826th Ord Co (An», DS/GS) USAR 
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TABLE 5 

ARM AND USAR UNITS MOBILIZED ON 13 MAY 1968 
AND RETAINED IN THE US TO RECONSTITUTE THE STRAF 

STATE UNIT COMPONENT 

Arizona 277th MI Oet (in* Bde) USAR 

California 1st Sqdn, 18th Arad Cav Regt ARNG 

40th Avn Co ARNG 

Florida 35th fel Surg Hosp ARNG 

Hawaii Trp E, 19th Cav ARNG 

HHC, 29th Inf Bde ARNG 

GS Plat, 29th Avn Co ARNG 

29th Spt Bn ARNG 

227th Engr Co ARNG 

Hawaii 1st Bn. 299th Inf AHNS 

2d Bn, 299th Inf ARNG 

100th Bn, 442d Inf USAR 

1st Bn, 487th Arty (105 How Twd) ARNG 

Illinois 724th Trans Co (Mda Trk Petrl) USAR 

Indiana 890th Trans Co (ft* Trk) USAR 

Iowa 2d Bn, 133d Inf (Mech) ARNG 

Kansas HHC, 69th Inf Bde ARNG 

Trp E, 114th Cav ARNG 

1st Bn, 137th Inf ARNG 

2d Bn, 137th Inf ARNG 

2d Bn, 130th Arty (105 How Twd) .'.TUG 

169th Engr Co ARNG 

169th Spt    t ARNG 

169th Awn us ARNG 

Massachusetts 1st an, 211st Arty (155 How Twd) ARNG 

241st Ml Oet (Inf Bde) USAR 

Missouri 208th Engr Co (Panel Bridge) ARNG 

New Jersey 141st Trans Co (tt Irk 5T) ARNG 

New York 203d Trans Co (Lt Trk 5T) USAR 

Rhode Island 115th Mil Police Co ARNG 

Texas 113th Malnt Co (Lt) (OS) ARNG 

Virginia 304th Med Oet (Equip Malnt) USAR 
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Uuit Selection Criteria.  The 76 ARNG and USAR units that w« • 
mobilized did not meet the rive selection criteria in the prior*   order 
contemplated.  Criterion I (requirements as identified by r ' . ,MACV and 
f'^r the STRAF) was generally satisfied:  46 units were selecced to fill 
urgent force requirements in Vietnam, and 30 units were picked to 
reinforce the STRAF.  However, only 43 units were actually deployed while 
33 units were retained in CONUS. 

Criterion 2 (select units most operationally ready) was not 
followed:  only 59 of the 76 mobilized units were either current or 
fonper SRF, while 2 units had no SRF counterpart.  Criterion 3 (retain NG 
ir. states for civil disturbance threat) and Criterion 5 (geographic 
spread) determined the selection of the remaining 13 units.  Thus. 20 
percent of the mobilized units was baaed on low-priority criteria. 

Criterion 4 (proportionate A RUG and USAR) was not r-tcurately 
applied:  68.1 percent were ARNG while 31.9 percent were '  R, whereas 
the actual proportion at the time was 60 percent ARNG and -0 percent 
USAR. This violation, though not alarming, nevertheless contradicted the 
preselected criterion. 

Finally, Criterion 5 (equitable distribution among states in relation 
to population) was not possible to implement with such a small 
mobilization.  The mobilized units came from 34 states, with no equitable 
distribution in relation to the population of the 50 states.  This 
violation is also not alarming, and was properly listed last in priority 
order. ^ 

Pubiic .Information and Alert Messages.  Alert messages were sent from 
HQDA on 11 April to the 76 ARNG and USAR units being mobilized.  The 
public announcements of the mobilization, as well as a public 
announcement of the specific units to be mobilized, occurred before the 
official alert m??*sages were received by the units.  This action caused 
much consternarion, confusion and embarrassment among field commanders, 
Adjutants General, and unit members. " 

A coordinated DOD information plan for the military services, 
governmental agencies, and members of Congress did not exist at any time 
during the mobilization planning phase 25 January-10 April 1968.  The 
final DOD-approvi-d version of a "t'ress Release** and "Information for 
Members of Congress" was not received it HQDA until 0^30 hours, 11 April 
1968—which was the date of Secretary Clifford's public announcement of a 
mobilization.^' 

Length of Service. The length of service on active duty fcr units 
was a period not to exceed 24 months. The same length of service was 

ordered for all mobilized Guard and Reserve officers. Since all officers 
were unit members (none were IRR), officers were subsequently separated 
from active duty (demobilized) at the same time as the unit with which 
they were mobilized, regardless of the officer's assignment at the time 
of mobilization. 

Enlisted reservists who were mobilized with a unit had a period of 

service either the same as that of the unit or upon the end of their 
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ci»" .»t ten of enlistment or statutory Reserve obligation, whichever was 
t  ".er.  Trainee personnel (Reserve Enlistment Program [REP]) *'io 
belonged to a unit ordered to active duty were ordered to active duty for 
the same period as other enlisted reservists who were unit members-  The 
REP's joined their unit upon completion of MOS training, if they were 
able to report to their unit prior to thi» beginning of its unit trairing 
program; otherwise, they received individual orders as fillers,  Enlibted 
reservists of the IRR had a period of service of 24 months, including 
active duty training which had already occurred, 11    not released 
earlier.48 

Exemptions and Delays.  Unit members exempted from active duty 
included those enlisted personnel whose statutory obligations or 
enlistments expired on or before 12 December 1968.  The Department of 
Defense established the 12 December date to preclude activating personnel 
having limited service time following mobilization.  These Guardsmen and 
Reservists were given the opportunity to voluntarily reenlist for at 
least 12 months from the completion date of their statutory obligation or 
enlistment.  Also exempted were individuals from the IRR who had served 
two or more years on active duty, and obligated personnel with prior 
active duty who had been mandatorily assigned to Reserve units.  High 
school students were delayed entry into the service until they dropped 
out of school, graduated or reached age 20, whichever came first.  Also 
delayed were officers who were attending medical schools or who were 
participating in intern 'raining. 

Members of units whose order to active duty would result in severe 
personal or community hardship were delayed or exempted, according tT the 
individual case.  Exempted personnel were transferred to nonraobilxzed 
USAR or ARIJG units within commuting distance against existing vacancies 
or as overstrength.  If there were no units nearby, Reservists were 
transferred to the IRR and Guardsmen were transferred to the Inactive 
National Guard.49 

Branch and MOS Qualification.  Many of the mobilized units had 
personnel who were not branch-qualified or MOS-qualified:  36 percent of 
the mobilized officers had not completed branch schools, and a large 
number of enlisted personnel were not MOS-qualified.  Two primary reasons 
accounted for this situation:  recent unit reorganizations, which changed 
unit TOE, mission and structure, and a large number >f ARNG second 
lieutenants who had recently graduated from state OCSs but had not yet 
completed their basic branch school.  Nonbranch-qualified officers 
(mostly lieutenants) in nondeploying units were either retained in units 
and sent to school on TDY and return basis, or were sent to school TDY 
and then utilized as individual fillers.  In the case of deploying unit*, 
non-MOS-qualifled personnel were transferred to nondeploying units and 
were replaced by Active Army personnel.J" 

Qverstrength.  Officers in the grade of LTC and COL, and enlisted 
£-8*8and E-9' s whw were assigned to units as overstreugth upon 
mobilization, were transferred to other units having such vacancies.  All 
other grades/ranks of overstrength officers and enlisted personnel 
accompanied their unit to active duty.  The general officer authorization 
to be on active duty was increased by two positions (to accommodate the 
commanding generals of the two Guard separate brigades).« 
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Individual R a adv. Reserve.  A&NG and USAR mobilized units submitted 
requisitions to their Army headquarters for enlisted personnel to fill 
unit vacancies.  The armies consolidated the requisitions and forwarded 
them to the US Army Administration Center (l'SAAC) for action.  The 
initial requirement was for 3,069 enlisted fillers for the 76 mobilized 
units. 

Although the IRk totaled approximately 680,000 at the time, most IKR 
members were not eligible for mobilization.  Since an emergency or war 
was not declared, the legal authority to activate the Ready Reserves was 
Public Law 89-687.  This law was the FY i.967 Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act which contained the usual appropriated language, but 
also contained certain mobilization authority regarding both units and 
oemoers cf tne Ready Reserve.  The la* prohibited calling up IRR members 
who had completed two or more years o: active service, as veil as those 
who had fulfilled their statutory reserve military obligation.  These 
legal restrictions eliminated 99 percent of the IRR from mobilization 
eligibility." 

The IRR pod cf eligible enlisted reservists totaled only 4,132, and 
all of the« wer«* personnel w^o had enlisted in a unit under provisions of 
thi l9Si R.-serve Enlistment Program (R£P-63) and who had subsequently 

been transferred tc the IRR for a variety of reasons.  No officers from 
tn<» I'K wer»* re^aile^ because only 93 were eligible froir an initial 
pro; :Cion of 2,40'».^3 

Of the 4,132 IRS enlisted members initially selected by JbAAC to 
MCiefy the 3,069 fillet requirement, 1,380 were subsequently exempted: 
171 f j- hardjh;p ar.d dependency, 175 for special mobilization criteria, 

:n*d a unit or active service prior to issuance of orders, 298 were 
«*'ic«ll' disqualified, and 325 wer* not locatable.  The number of IRR 
ratieted s*»bers actually mobilized totaled 2,752, of which 1,692 were 
t#«t---j  « nlUn to the mobilized ARHC  and USAR units and 1,060 were 
aa«i^n«i  o Active Amy unit».->* 

• j\r*      |h.  The actual number of unit members mobilized was lower 
i«t * i   b/ tht Detenae Department, largely because the callup 

1«-*;  1 PW ajthorizel strength rath»r than assigned strength. 
rttnbuting to decreased strength was the loss of 

• f «»A efc*M t*r»a nf   service were to expire by 12 December 1968 
»1 1*c!nrd to -xtrnd th»»ir enlistments.5-* 

"»nf ->• a«4 4#lay policies jlso csntriouted ti tne 1 aft* of 
*»#i p»rsonn«l.  Within the AfMtf Reserve units oraered to 

It vie*»* It !' 1S.* ,>frc<»nt el iltered strength^ wer*» lost 
v,, Ariv ••• •   *r4 f iT*\   tJt)*«H*| *»e 11 »*r-- I csi ng 

• «,.•<* . f itr#n. th.  rh.- 7n UOKS and l.'SAR units 
I   I  \ •:•. * 

* «. **«««rv* Component unit - were authorized 
to «tobi 11 zat ion.  Upon mobilization, 

• twta*>i  -   -rcent of TOE strength, 
-- r'.iu-i wr* tilled 

• r »t An/ p«r»»nn#l .  Fourteen 

. .r *«»r w*4 in   K i 11 *#• 1 units wai 



Movement to Mobilization Stations»  Movement from home station« to 
mobilization stations began on 14 May, and was completed on 21 May by the 
43 deploying units and on 27 May by the 33 STRAF units.  Every possible 
mode of transportation was used in moving personnel and units (road, 
military air, POV, commercial air. rail, ship, and bus).  Due to 
shortages of rail cars and poor planning, delays were experienced in 
moving unit equipment•'" 

Movement or dependents and household goods to the mobilizacion 
stations was not authorized.  Furthermore, tha Array did not pay for 
travel by private automobile, except when it was in the government's 
interest or for compassionate reasons.  These policies created a major 
morale problem, because active duty fillei personnel were extended full 
privileges for the movement of their dependents and household goods. 
Eventually this inequity wa* corrected but not before moral« was severely 
damaged.'' 

Stationing Plans and Facilities.  The preparation of stationing plan* 
was the responsibility of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics« 
Considerable difficulty was experienced in this endeavor, owing to troop 
list charges and because time and authority to coordinate with HQ 
USCONARC aa. CONUS Armies were precluded.  Stationing plans were prepared 
for force packages varying in size from 9,000 to nearly 100,000 
personnel.  Typical of the dilemma was whether to locate a group of 
nondivisional units at a particular post or to  save that installation for 
a bri??de which might enter the troop lis**.  Another dilemma was the 
necessity to provide proper training and facilities at the mobilisation 
8tation when different types of units entered the troop liar.  The 
planners never knew when the mobilization would occur, if there would be 
multiple mobilizations (phased), what active deployments might occur 
prior to or concurrently with mobilization, what units would be 
mobilized, the time between alert *nd movement to mobilization stations 
(important in determining an installation* s capability to provide 
facilities for the new units), or the size cf the mobilization. 

These facts explain why, for example, the mobilized 69th Infartry 
Brigade from Kansas was initially schsduled to be stationed at Fort 
Campbell dti« to the guidance that the 6th Infantry Division at that site 
would be inactivated.  When mobilization finally occurred, the 69th 
Brigade had tu   h<c   shifted to   Fort Carson and the 6th Division was 
centi.vied at Foit Campjell. 

The final detailed stationing plan prior to mobilization was made for 
* force of 54,000.  When only 22,786 Amy RC ^:re later mobilized, there 
was insufficient tine to make necessary and tim*»iv ch.in^e* to th* 
stationing plan.^" 

Had the mobilization ';een larger, inadequate lacilities w>uld have 
been required for housing troops.  Although no tents were used to house 
troops, tents were utilized tor administration, maintenance, supply, and 
storage purposes.  B0Q ftpace in Fort Carson was provided by commercial 
motels ander an Anny Contract•  To (»ccrnmr.odat« mobilized units, $1.2 
mill ion was provided In a 1968 Supplemental Appropriation for 

rehabilitation of barracks, mess halls, BGQ's, dayrooms, pupclv, and 
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administrative buildings.  The various mobilization stations had 
requested $2.8 million for these purposes 61 

Equipment Shortages.  Equipment planning and distribution for the 
mobilized units was chaotic.  Planners at HQnA did not know, even after 
the final troop list was determined, the true status of those unitF.  The 
inersdible asfiuoption was made t hat units scheduled tor dcployraent were 
in a combat ready status.  Equipment shortage reporis wert available at 
HQDA for onl*. 39 of the -:b mobilized ARNG and I'SAR units.  It was assumed 
thi»t Che otr.er 37 units had an equipment status preport ionate to that of 
tr-j total Reserve Components.  The analysts did not know in many cases 
the TOE under which the mobilized units wertr organized.  Neither waj it 
known by the planners at HQDA what equipment of a particular unit was 
actually being kept in equipment poolr; at field training sites.  In 
actual fact, upon mobilization, all ?6 Army RC units were rated C-4 in 
equipment readiness.^- 

(n 19 April, DA sent a message to tie 43 deploying units assigning 
each an MTOfc. Many units did not have the MTOE series jvailable and were 
thus unable to base their equipment requests oi the MTOE under which they 
were to be deployed.  In fact, some units did not receive the message. 

The Array' 3 logistics wholesale system was thrown into confusion by the 
MTOE decision, and the situation was mide even worse by faulty 
assumptions and confusing logistical instructions.0-* 

As requirement* for equipment became firm, based on equipment status 
reports submitted by the mobilized units, DA immediately made decisions 
for distribution anl redistribution.  Extraordinary management procedures 
were developed to accomplish the equipment issue.  Many logistics 
directives were issued to the field, arriving late to units or not 
arriving at «11 due to an inadequate communications system.  There was 
considerable conf'is ion in interprptin^ the various directives by units 
and commanuers at all levels.""* 

By 12 July 1^68 (61 days after alert), all mobilized units had 
reco ved the necessary equipment to bring them to a readiness condition 
or C-1 for equipment.  Since many of the RC supply and maintenance 
po.rftOt.nc I were not authorized to receive, nor had received, training in 
Active Array supply and maintenance systems and procedures, there were 
numerous problems with records and reports.  The redistribution of 
equipment caused n.iny liffaculties in the areas of documentation, 
scheduling, movement, and followup procedures. } 

Hrior to the 1965 buildup of US troops in Vietnam, Army procurement 
of ••qui pmnnt sod missiles had beon s*iblp for 3 vears at about $2.7 
billion per year.  The industrial base was operating at a relatively low 
level, and procurement and receipt of equipment laggGd far behind 
requirements starting in 196 5.  Items needed in Vietnam were taken from 
Reserve Component units and from Active Army units not in Southeast Asia. 

The Army's post-Vietnam logistics analysis attributed four main 
(•»•»sonn for the shortfall in equipment and supply requirements: 



1. A planning assumption that all hostilities would end by 30 
June 1967. This assumption not only restrained Army budget programs, but 
also caused producers not to bid on the contracts to be awarded« 

2. The lack of a full mobilization atmosphere precluded the full 
employment of the Defense Production Act of 1950. 

3. The "No Buy" restriction that was placed on the procurement 
of major items of equipment for temporary forces.  This DOD policy 
resulted in reduced reserve stocks and in reduced readiness posture of 
units that forfeited the equipment for which it was originally purchased. 

4. Sole scarce of procurement.  Manufacturers that were 
providing the single source of procurement in some cases could not 
increase production rast enough to meet requirements or did not elect to 
expand production to meet temporarily increased sales to the Government. 
In addition, new sejrees of production were reluctant to enter the 
market.66 

Training.  By 2' May 1968, all 76 ARNG and USAR mobilized units had 
arrived at their mobilization stations and immediately began a training 
program.  The Army Training Program (ATP) at the time prescribed a 
certain pace and certain subjects, based on astounding assumptions that 
everv unit was filled with each authorized grade and that each individual 
was MOS-qualifled.  Since neither of these key assumptions was valid for 
the mobilized units in 1968 (and had never been valid in US history), 
units were forced to simultaneously conduct individual training in 
addition to unit training.  This requirement naturally slowed down the 
pace and progress of unit training and resulted in the need for 
extensions of unit training time beyond that which was prescribed in the 
ATP. The issue of new or different equipment (including the M-16 rifle) 
which was unfamiliar to the ARNG and USAR was also a contributing factor 
in extending unit training time beyond that which was forecast during 
premobiiization planning.6' 

HQDA estimated prior to mobilization that the maximum time required 
to train units would be 8 week. .  The actual trai ling time was extended 
for 58 of the 76 units.  The Army's after-action report for the 1968 
mobilization states the following about training time: 

The requirement for additional training time should not 
necessarily be attributed To deficiencies in Reserve 
Component training.  It was largely a result of the MOS 
qualification problems caused by reorganization, the 
need to retrain on new equipment, late arrival of 
equipment, premobiiization civil disturbance training, 
and infusion of new personnel.  These were foreseeable 
problems and should  have  been considered  in 
premobiiization estimates.68 

Unit Integrity. Members of mobilized ARNG and USAR units were either 
retained in their units or were used as individual fillers. The Federal 
Law in 1968 (Title 10, U.S.C., 672(c)) and DOD Directive 1235.6 permitted 
this option.  However, violations of unit integrity were so prevalent 
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initially that the Department of the Army adopted a policy on 30 July 
1968 that limited the individual reassigtunents from units to 24 percent 
per quarter of the unit's strength, or 10 percent in any single month.6' 

Unit integrity was not maintained with either the units that deployed 
to Vietnam or those that were nondeployed.  In the case of the 
nondepioyci units, individuals were pulled and used as replacements 
because of the reassignment policy whicii was necessitated by the rotation 
policy in Vietnam.  For example, the 29ti Infantry Brigade was levied for 
1,500 personnel in early 1969 to serve e8 replacements in Vietnam.  Most 
units deployed to Vietnam also lost tntir unit integrity due to the 
rotation policy.  Guard and Reserve unit, members were transferred from 
their unit to preclude all personnel of  unit being eligible to rotate 
back to the United States at the same tiff*. J 

Of the 12,234 mobilized Army National Guardsmen, 2,/29 reported to 
Vietnam with their units, but many were subsequently transferred to other 
units. Of the 9,505 Guardsmen whose unit* remained in CONUS and Hawaii, 
*'-,3K wer» lat^r sent to Vietnam as fillers. '*• 

!*_ersonne 1 Turbulence.  During the 2-ye-r period 30 June 1965-30 June 
1967, the Aruy gained 1,057,900 personnel and lost 584,500.  While the 
»rny's total strength was expanding 50 percent, it was simultaneously 
losing 24,000 trained personnel each mont^, resulting in a turnover 
Irrger than its peak strength.  Stated di fferently, it took over 1 
million men to achieve an increase of less <:han 474,000 during the first 
2 years of the ground war. 

General Westmoreland addressed tours of duty in his Report on the War 
in Vietnam:  "In the belief that high moral» and fresh enthusiasm would 
offset problems of continuity and experience, I insisted on a standard 
tour of one year except for general otficert."'2 

The personnel replacemen*. system was a oroblem of great magnitude, 
caused In large part by rhe program of 1-^ear tours for personnel 
ass igned to Vietnam.  Beginning in 1965, th; Army avoided 100 percent 
rotation of T.en in a unit at the er.4 ~f wiiei* 12-mo."tth tour by insuring 
th.it no -nore than 25 percent of a unit would be rotated in any one 
month.  This regular replacement of personnel in Vietnam resulted in a 
near complete annual turnover.  Rotation after one year boosted 
ind\-u\ ia1 morale, but it also stsurety weakened units — all unitL. 
whether combat, combat support, or combat service support—that had t 
s'.Tvi experienced and qualified men home.  Th** rotation policy restricted 
operiticn^ and logistic* in the war theater ind also adversely impacted 
... 71 J r 

mining reouircraen*« .' J 

Personnel turbulence was a major problem also because of the 
Presidential decision made in 1965 (and never altered) to continue normal 
separations.  Terms of enlistments were not extended.  Consequently, 
discharges at the end of periods of obligated service, resignations, and 
retirements occurred during the war just as in peacetime»  This policy 
«everely restricted the Army, causing a shortage of officer«? in all 
gr;i<ie3 (except lieutenant), and causing the Strategic Arnv Reserve and US 
Army Europe to reduce their readiness by providing trained troops for 
South Vietnam.7i 

76 

s. 
o 



Deployment.  Plans to deploy RC units to Vietnam initially proceeded 
just as for overseas movement of Regular Army deploying units.  This 
planning was interrupted by a series of lawsuits initiated by some 
individuals in an attempt to preclude their deployment.  They contended 
that the legal authority exercised by the President to mobilize was 
unconstitutional, or that the callup violated their enlistment contract. 
HQDA had to  decide whether to deploy the balance of the unit as scheduled 
without the litigants, or to delay the entire unit's deployment pending 
resolution of Che lawsuits.  The decision was to consider each case 
individually based on many factors including the number of personnel, 
prior commitment of airlift and sea lift, and whether the unit could 
accomplish its mission without the litigants.'-*  The US Supreme Court 
ruled on 7 October 1968 that the mobilization was legal, thus putting to 
rest the lawsuits.?**. 

Although 4^ units initially were selected for deployment to Vietnam 
(and riobilized for that purpose), the number was adjusted three times 
between May and December.  The final deployment of mobilized units 
numbered *3, and the other mobilized 33 units were assigned to STRAF.  By 
December I9b8, tne 43 units (8 National Guard and 35 Army Reserve) were 
deployed to  "ietnam.  Most of these units were in Vietnam uithin 4 to 5 
months afcer the callup.' 

Employmentin  Vietnam.  In writing about the employment of ARNG and 
VSAR units in Vietnam, the Department of the Army concluded:  "Units of 
the Reserve Components called to active duty performed well ....  The 
few National Guard and Reserve units . . . were very good."  Brigadier 
General James Gunn, CG, US Army Support Command, Da Nang, stated that "• 
. . these units proved to be outstanding in every respect.  They were 
composed of mature officer» and men who arrived in-country with 100 
percent of their TOE strength and equipment. They were for the most part 
well-educated and highly motivated and 3killed »78 A  listing  of 
the 43 units  deployed and  their  use   in Vietnam  fellows.     The   list  is  not 
to   be   interpreted   as   meeting   a   unit   integrity   criterion,    as   unit 
membership  frequently changed during the unit1*» employment  in Vietnam.• 

ARNG UNITS 

10.7th Signal Campany (Support) (.Rhode Ia.la.nd) 

Tni- unit's 260 ambers train.*! at Fort Devons, M«Mneh*i**rtS, for 5 
nonths before being deployed ia October 1968 to Vietnam.  Initially 
assigned to the 1st Signal Brigade, it was later transferred to the 972d 
Signal Battalion, with its platoons operating out of to«3 *inh, Can Tho, 
and Tan Ninh.  Between 19 October 1968 and 24 January 1969, neaily half 
(121) of its me-nbers had been reassigned to other units throughout RVN. 
The company was demobilized (released from active duty) on 17 October 
1969. 

116th Engineer BaLtalion (CcmiDat) (Idaho) 

Thr battalion (&1*> Guardsmen) underwent Q w»»*»k« nf minin? at Fort 
Lewis, Washington, and ware deployed to Vietnam tfer lirst **:k of 

September 196H.  The unit, based at Bao Loc, upended inU maintained a 



100-mile portion of National Highway 20 
1969. 

Demobilization was 5 September 

126th Supply and Service Company (PS) (Illinois) 

Following 6 months of training at Fort Carson, Colorado, the 125 
members of the composite service company were deployed to Chu Lai.  The 
unit served under the bOch General Support Group ID Da Sang, and provided 
supply and service support to approximately 25,000 troops in I Corps. 
Demobilization vss 10  August 1969. 

1,31st Engineer Company (Light Equipment) (Vermont) 

After 4 months of training at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, this 179-member 
company was deployed to Ban Me Thout in the Central Highlands to improve 
Highway 21 and to help move Montagnard civilians to more secure homes. 
Demobilization occurred 12 September 1969. 

2nd Battalion, 13St;h Artillery (155 How Sp) (Kentucky) 

This battalion, consisting of 545 Guardsmen, underwent 13 weeks of 
training at Fort Hood, Texas.  The unit deployed initially to Phu Bai, 
and from there to a series of five support bases between Hue and Da 
Nang.  The unit provided general support reinforcing artillery fire, as 
an element of the Provisional Corps Vietnam Artillery, to the 101st 
Airborne Division.  Demobilization occurred 20 October 1969. 

Company D, .151st Infantry (Long-Range Patrol) (Indiana) 

Prior to the mobilization, 97 percent of this company had been 
awarded the Jungle Expert Patch after completing jungle training at the 
Arry School of the Americas, Fort Sherman, Panama.  Following 
mobilization, the urit (207 members) trained for b months at Fort 
Benning, Georgia, and was depioyel in November 1968 to Long Binh in 
support ut  II Field Forces.  This company became the first ARNG unit 
since the Korean War to add the Combat Infantry Streamer to its guidon, 
the criterion for which was that at least 65 percent of its strength had 
been awarded the Combat Infantryman's Badge.  Demobilization occurred 26 
November 1969. 

3rd Battalion,, 197th Artillery (1^ How Fwd) (New Hampshire) 

Entering active duty with 506 members, thin battalion trained for 4 
months at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, before deploying in mid-Svvtember 
1968 to RVN.  Operating with a base camp at Phu Loi, the unit served with 
the 23rd Artillery Group and provided fire support and artillery liaison 
t**m« and t^r««r^ observer team« throughout the II Field Fore« are* of 
operations.  Many of the Guardsmen were reassigned to other units 
throughout RVN. 

650th Medical Detachment, (Dental Service.) (Alabama) 

Atc?r   3 months of  training at Fort  Campbell,   Kentucky,   this   W-mvmber 
datacnsMnt   bacaaw   the   first   AftHC   unit   deployed   to   Vietnam,    arriving 
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in-country on 27 August 1968* Mine unit members provided dental services 
for the combat support personnel at Long Binh Dental Clinic, a few 
operated a dental clinic at Bearcat, and the balance were infused 
throughout RVN. 

USAR UNITS 

74th Field Hqspital (New York) 

Stationed at Long Binh, the 74th provided the only facility in III 
Corps and IV Corps tactical zon^s response >le for the caring of prisoners 
of war, 

172nd Transportation Company (M4m Trk Cargo) (Nebraska) 

Stationed at Cam Ranh Bay, the unit conducted long-haul convoy runs 
throughout the southern portion of the II Corps tactical zone, supplying 
combat troops with ammunition, food, petroleuir, and other supplies* 

173rd Petroleum Company (Oper) (Mississippi) 

After training at Fort Lee, Virginia, the unit deployed to a base 50 
miles south of the DM2 in Vietnam, then to Phu Bai where they operated 
tank farms that issued 100,000 gallons of gasoline a day. 

231st Transportation Company (Mdm Boat) (Florida) 

Cited as the outstanding Army transportation unit in Vietnam in 
1968-69, the 231st used Mechanized Landing Craft (LCM's) to transport 
ammunition, food, petroleum, lumber, and other necessary day-to-day items 
to Delta ports such as Can Tho, Binh Thuy, and Dong Tarn. 

237th Maintenance, Company (PS) (New York) 

Arriving in Vietnam in October, the unit provided support to the 
108th Artillery Group north of Quang Tri.  They overhauled 175mm and 
8-inch artillery pieces, and repaired wheeled vehicles, refrigerators, 
And generators. 

2 38t h Meinten anc,e Company (DS) ( D iy) (Texas) 

Located on a branch of the Mekong River Delta near Dong Tarn, the 
238th provided direct maintenance support for the 86th Engineer Battalion 
and all nondivisional units in eight northern provinces of the IV Corpj 
tactical zone. They repaired and serviced all types of track and wheeled 
vehicles, electronic equipment, and weapons.  The company also provided 
maintenance contact teams which served with Military Assistance Command, 
Vietnam (MACV). 

259th Quartermaster Battalion (POL) (Utah) 

HHC of the battalion was from Orem, Utah.  Its 173rd Qh Co (Petrol 

Ops) was fro« Mississippi; the 842d QH  Co (Petrol Sup) (Kwd) was from 
| and a platoon of the 737th TC Co vMdm Trk Petrl) was (r.».« 



Washington—an "all-USAR" uait.  The battalion was .eopunsiDic for the 
storage, transportation and distribution of all petroleum products in the 
northernmost provinces of Vietnam. 

295th Ordnance Company (Ammo), CPS/GS) (Nebraska) 

The company was responsible for receiving, storing, and issuing 
ammunition in ehe southern X Corps tactical zone.  The unit also operated 
a "brass yard," to recover reusable ammunition containers, and an 
ammunition condition report yard, where ammunition was stored while 
awaiting analysis for reissue, retrograde or destruction. 

305th Medical Detachment (Ortho) (Pennsylvania) 

After deployment to Vietnam, the detachment served ulfcb the 312th 
Evacuation Hospital at Chu Lai.  This unit had the *\*ti*'*tiaa of having 
a female connrander, LTC Anna M. Brady, whr  ' .»*        vecame Chief of 
Professional Services for the 3i2th Ev».--   _u Hospital. 

3Uth "ield. Hospital .(.Ohio) 

Upon mooilization, the 311th was sent to Fort Leonardwood, Miss<< ri, 
for 5 months of training.  When deployed to Vietnam, the unit was Sollt 
j.nt >  tvo ele"'* nts—"one was sent to Phy Thanh to operate a convalesc nt 
facility fcr POW's and the other was attached to the 85th Evacuati. 
Hospital at Quo Nhon.80 

312th Evacuation Hqs,pital (SmblJ (Worth .Carolina) 

The 312th, stationed at Chu Lai, was reportedly the busiest medical 
evacuation hospital in Vietnam.  The unit admitted 4,000 patients and 
treated another 7,000 outpa:ients. 

313th Medical Detachment; (Surgical). (Virgin,^). 

Upon mobilization, this unit of one enlisted man went to Fort Belvoir 
for approximately 4 month*.  During this time, the unit was brought up to 
strength and deployed to Vietnam where it was attached to the 22nd 
Surgical hospital (MUST) at Phu Bai in support of the 101st Airborne 
Division."^ 

316th Medical Detachment (Blood .Distribution) (New York) 

Organized in January 1968 and mobilized in May of that year, the unit 
w«*3 attached to the 9th Medic il Laboratory and was responsible for blood 
distribution throughout Vietnat . 

319.th Transportation Conpatiy (Light Trk) (Georgia) 

As part of the 6th Battalion of the 48th Transportation Group, the 
unit was involved in hauling supplies and equipment from the Army Depot 
it !.ong Rinh ?^nt . 20 mil*>s northeast of Saigon, to units in southern 
<^uch Vietnam. 
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33.6c,h Ordqance Battalion (.Anno) (AS.) (Arkansas) 

Wich headquarters in Da Nang, the unit supplied ammunition for ell 
forces throughout the I Corps tactical zone.  In addition to maintaining 
ammunition supply points, they fielded technical assistance teams who 
provided instruction on the proper handling and storage of ammunition. 

3.57th Tranqport.ati^on Company (Acft) (PS) (Pennsylvania.) 

While stationed at Bien Hoa Air Base, just northwest of Saigan» the 
unit was responsible for repairing and servicing helicopters, 

377th Maintenance Company (Light) (PS) (Wisconsin) 

Located at the huge logistical complex at v-am lanh Bay, the unit 
repaired venicles, office machinery, an<* small arms for units throughout 
the IX Corps area, and also provided * .hnical assistance to 67 units of 
the 1st Log Command* 

• -.  * -J :-al Detachm- .. (Neurological) (Tennessee) 

Following 4 1/2 months at Fort Carson, Colorado, this 7-member unit 
wa? attached to  .e 312th Evacuation Hospital at Chu Lai« 

4l3th .Finale .Section. (Georgia). 

From its base in Phu Bia, the unit was responsible for finance 
support to troops operating in the I Corps tactical zone, handling a 
monthly payroll of more than $2,240,000 for nearly 15,000 troops. 

424th .Personnel Service .OiBAny, (.Ty.P.e. B). .(Michigan} 

Following training at Fort Hood, Texas, for 5 months, the unit 
departed CONUS in October for assignment with the 80th General Support 
Group in Pa Nang. The company provided personnel services for 
approximately 550 officers and 8,000 enlisted personnel in the US Army 
Support Command.®^ 

448th Army Postal Unit (Ty2 > (Sew York) 
i* ir i ii-   i    I i'   -1 -  -  I   • -*--i   mm  -  '  -   mt   • -*-      -*- - -— • 

This 25-uan unit processed mail  for approximately 60,000 *nen in more 
Chan  100 units  in  II  Corps  tactical  zone. 

452nd General Supply Company  (CS)   (Fwd) .(Minnesota), 

Operating out  of Fhu Bai,   the company  stored and distributed  rations 
for approximately 45,000  troops  in the northern  I  Corns  tactical  tone* 

47.2nd  jedic.a.1 .PetacnaenvCA^buUnce)   CMaryjsnu.) 

I'pon deployment  to Vietnam,   the  47?tlc was  based  in Chu Lai.    The 
detachment  v>s   f «»>§•<   fr*»m artiv»  *• ; J    m  9  August   1969  .ind   returned   to 
Kockvtllc.   Mirvland,   witt   I*  Mt i »ted   ^«r». ^r.ne1 . 5j 

•1 



482nd Medical »tachment (.Equipment Maintenance) (Illinois) 

This unit supported medical facilities in the II Corps tactical zone, 
operated out of the Cam Ranh Bay complex.°* 

513th Maintenance Battalion (Massachusetts) 

The battalion provided direct support maintenance EOL noudivisional 
units in the I Corps area.  Maintenance responsibilities included the 
repair and servicing of artillery weapons, wheel and tracked vehicles and 
electronic equipment. 

630th Transportation Company (Mdm Trk) (Pennsylvania) 

After approximately 45 days at Fort Meade, Maryland, the unit was 
deployed to Phu Bai and operating under the Da Sang Support Command, 
supported the 82nd Airborne Division.  The unit hauled ammunition, food, 
petroleum products, and other essential supplies needed to support combat 
troops.*" 

737th Transportation Company (Med Trk Petrol) (Washington) 

With a platoon in support of the 259th Qm Bn (POL), the remainder of 
the company-delivered petroleum products and dry cargo throughout the 1 
Corps tactical zone.  Operating out of Chu Lai, in support of the 
Anerical Division, the company was under the operational control of the 
Da Nang Support Command. 

8?5th Ordnance Company (Ammo) (DS/QS)[ (Wisconsin) 

After arriving in Vietnam in the fall, the unit was stationed at Long 
Binh and became pavt of the largest ammunition depot in Vietnam.  Serving 
under the 3rd Ordnance Battalion, the company unloaded, classified, 
stored, and issued ammunition to convoys runring from the central 
highlands to the Mekong River Delta. 

842nd Quartermaster Company (Petrol Sup) (Fwd) QCansas) 

Operating out of Quang Tri as an element of the 259th Qm Bn, the unit 
mirM*ed petroleum storage farms and package yards, issuing two million 
gallon, of products a monrh.  The company also operated and maintained 40 
miles of pipeline running from Camp Evans to Dong Ha.  The biggest 
consumer of their products was the 1st Brigade, 5th Infantry Division 
'Mech). 

889th Medical Detachment (Surgical) (Virginia) 

This unit was attached to the 312th Evacuation Hospital and provided 
medical support to US and ALlied Forces in the Northern I Corps tactical 
zone.86 

950th Army  Pn?ta 1  "ni t:_( API?)   f Tyi')  (K#ntu.ky) 
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Operating at Can Tho in the Mekong River Delta, this 15-man unit 

provided mail services for nearly 10,000 Army and Air Force troops. 

978th Army Postal Unit (APU) (TyU) (Arkansas) 

This unit operated the Quant Tri Army post office, which served 
approximately 5,000 nondivisional troops in the area south of the DMZ. 
They handled ove r 3,5 )0   pounds of mail dai ly, wnicti doubled during the 
Christmas season. 

1011th Service and Supply. Company (PS) (Kansas) 

Serving under the Saigon Area Support Command, the unit had the 
mission of supplying food, weapons, clothing, gasoline, vehicle parts and 
administrative materials for the Royal Thailand A-my element in the 
Allied Forces and the US Air Force. 

1002nd Supply and Service Company (PS) (Ohio) 

The bath and laur.dry platoon provided showers and clean clothing for 
elements of the 101st Airborne Division (Air Mbl).  In addition, the 
1002nd operated an ice cream plant at Camp Evans. 

1018th Supply and Service Company (PS) (New York) 

In Vietnam, this unit supplied clothing, field gear, petroleum, -.id 
construction materials to more than 70 units in the I Corps tactical zone. 

Demobilization.  The mobilized units had been alerted on 11 April 
1968 and actually entered active duty on 12 May 1968 (M-Day). 
Postmobilization training programs were then conducted varying in length 
from about 7 to 28 weeks.  Between August and December 1968, 43 units 
deployed to Vietnam, while the balance became part of the Army's 
strategic reserve.  The first Army RC unit was demobilized on 19 July 
1969.  Of the units deployed to Vietnam, demobilization was completed on 
26 November 1969, while the units that were retained in CONUS/Hawaii were 
all demobilized Dy 12 December 1969.  Thus, the shortest period of time 
spent on active duty by a unit was 14 months, while the longest time was 
19 months. 87 

Army planning policies for demobilization were disseminated in 
December 1968, and the implementing directive was issued in June 1969. 
The unit demobilization process envisioned the unit members to be 
assembled at the unit's hometown location for a formal demobilization 
ceremony.  Since unit integrity had been severely violated, for deployed 
as well as nondeployed units, many original unit members were scattered 
throughout the Army by the summer of 1969.  Reestablishment of unit 
integrity for demobilization was a major problem.  The Department of the 
Army established on 23 June 1969 five methods by which Guard and Reserve 
members of mobilized units would rejoin their un'^s for demobilization. 
The order of priority was: .88 

1.  Rejoin unit at its active duty station not earlier than iu 

days prior to its demobilization. 
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2. Rejoin unit enrouce to its demobilization station. 

3. Rejoin unit at its demobilization station not later than 14 
days before its release date. 

<*.  Reioin unit at its home station (mobilization station) not 
earlier than 7 but n<_ * later than 3 da/3 before its release n"ate. 

3.  Net rajom unit, but be individually separated. 

The Army soon discovered that priorities one, two, and three caused 
excessive movement of individuals, and therefore attempted to implement 
only priority four be:ween July and October 1969.  On 2 Ocrobe- 1969, DA 
gave up cbia priority and thereafter implemented priority five.  Many 
personnel never r2joined their urats prior to decobllibation.  Accounting 
far individuals transferred from mobilized 8C units w*s not achieved and 
many were unaccounted for when required to return to their parent unit 
for demobilization.  Recruitment-retention counseling ana administrative 
procedures to retain the maximum number of demobilized personnel in units 
were unsatisfactory."' 

Units that had oeen deployed to Vietnam were demobilized with no unit 
equipment at all, and the balance were demobilised with so little of 
tbei\ jqu'ptuent that simple training needs were not satisfied in some 
case».  To overcome this problem, some equipj^nt was pu;led from other 
ARNG and USAR units and redistributed to the recently demobilized units. 
Department of the Army issued some equipment in such a state of disrepair 
that it WA3 unserviceable.  The units returning from Vietnam were 
prohibited by DA from maintaining libraries of military publications and 
blank 'orms, which imposed additional administrative workload and impeded 
operations at home stations.9u 

There was a continuing need in the active force for tue type of ARNG 
«nd USAR units that had been demobilised.  To satisfy this requirement, 
the Army newly organized active units at the same locations to replace 
t.ie ARNC and USAR units. 

All but on."» of the 76 mobilized units remained in r.he RC structure 
i'pon demobilization.  The 35th Mobile Surgical Hospital was subsequently 
eliminated.  Of the other 75 units, all but 3 were reconstituted in the 
A.-MfS/l'SAR structure at their promobi I i^at ion coof igu-ation:  The GS 
Pint con ci   th^ 29th Aviation Company was redes igna ted a =, the 2929th 
'ledical Lot ichmout (Air Ambulanca); the 107 th Signal Company (Support) 
v,r, redes ignatei: aa the 10/ h Signal Cori^anv, Small K^.iHquarters 
i/vr.tions; .trd the 203rd Transportation Company (Lt 7ruc<-.': 1/2 Ton) wai 
• e tesigMted as the 223rd Transportation Company (Lt Tcucfc~3 Ton;.y* 

Performance Ratings. The Secretary of Defense jrote the following 
about the importance and performance ot the Guard and Reserve stemring 
from the two mobilizations of 19t>b: 

! t ' 1 ' pftVIL*g« to re;irt that ".'.fir p^rtorr.anr^ ^i 
i jt y n r^ntr«!, par' i-z-j'.arl / tfktsc 3S*i*ned to onb^t 

:        -.is ' •?--,n extf--r
:«rv and in tK*- highest tradit *>;«> 
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of the military services. Their augmentation and 
support of the regular military forces have materially 
contributed to the successful fulfillment of military 
missions and to the national security and interests of 
the United State9 during a period of critical need«** 

The praise was repeated the following year by the Secre.ary, who 
spoke also of the views of field commanders: 

Senior fielH r^^^-aders in the Vietuam combat zone havo 
been unanimous in their praise of the performance of 
Reserve Component units in combat, combtt support, and 
combat service support roles.  In an environment of 
outstanding performance by US Army units and a high 
degree of professional cocp^tence, th^ representatives 
of the Army National Cuard and US Army Reserve 
performed with distinction.^ 

On 16 December 19b9, President Nixon conducted a specia' White House 
ceremony for the commander for his representative) of each Mobilized 
unit, and issued a proclamation expressing appreciation to all Cuardimen 
and Reservists who had served as part of the two 1968 mobilizations. 
Following the ceremony, each Service Secretary and Chief of Staff 
co-hosted a special luncheon tor the participating Guardsmen and 
Heservista, with General Westmoreland addressing the Army component 
luncheon at the Fort Myer Offictr^' Club. The Presidential Proclamation 
was as follows: 

EY TKE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA A 
PROCLAMATION 

In January ard May of 1968, one hundred and fifteen 
units from the Reserve Components of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force were ordered to active duty to quickly 
augment the Active Forces. This action provided this 
country with armed strength capability with which to 
meet possible contingencies that might have arisen as a 
result of the threats and actions by the North Koreans 
and the need for additional troops in Vietnam caused by 
the TET Offensive. 

Many of these units neve served in Vietnam while others 
have serven in Korea, Japan, and the In: ted S»-aL;a. 
Those units remaining tn the united Stares were 
Driradrily u:-ed to *trengrh«n ibe strateg:c r< s.-rve and 
participate in the Military *tili£t Cotnand upt-iaiions. 

By June l^th, Reserve tints of las  Naval Air 3-»-_rve, 
the Naval Peserve Mobile Construction EJ-.^UOIS 
(*EA*<CES). the Air Vi»o:.a! 5'i«M .r.c :hi A.r Fjrt* 
* St rve v*tf le**_bi '. i*»»d and ^r**» u-iitt r»Curar?4 t i 
i*uttiv*> - »>r* - «*«••»,  r*i«   * i -   • * —• • 

\. 
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All of Lhese Reserve Component units responded to Che 
Nation's call in time of need and established records 
of performance« both in and out of combat, which have 
demonstrated a level of readiness and training never 
before achieved b> our reserve forces.  In addition, 
many individual reservists volunteered for active duty 
«taring this perio*'.  They have truly upheld the 
her itage and tradiiion of the citizen soldier and wave 
again proven that both the National Guard and the 
Reserves are a great resource for our country and cne 
which is necessary to our national security.  NOW, 
THEREFORE, I, RICHARD NIXON, Presiuent ot the United 
Statts ot America, Jo hereby issae thir, proclamation in 
recognition of and appreciation Tor the patriotic, 
dedicated .md protessional service of our loyal members 
of the Reserve Components of t.ie Arme a Forces of the 
United States. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto »Tt icy hand this 
16t'.i day of December, in the year of OiT lord nineteen 
hundred and sixty-nine, and of the Independence of the 
United States of America the on^ h*idrod and 
ninety-fourth.9"* 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

Three overriding conclusion» stand out among chose regarding 
mobilization of Guard and Reserve forces throughout US history (including 
the Vietnam War):  First, when one reflects on the entire course ot US 
military history« the initial focus is unalterably un the Militia, which 
was the sole military establishment from 1607 (Jamestown) until 1789 
(Regular Army established under the Constitution).  What is even more 
important than the exclusive reliance on the Militia during the first 
half of American history has been the paramount importance of the 
Militia/National Guard and Reserves during the second half.  Extensive 
reliance on the Reserve Components has prevailed throughout all of US 
history and this initial reliance continues today under the name "Total 
Force." Early mobilization of the RC has been a basic factor on which 
depended the successful prosecution of all US wars. 

Second, the Militia/National Guard and Reserves have never been 
adequately equipped.  The responsibility for equipping the Militia was 
first adopted by the Federal Government in 1808, and from that time 
onward the Army (and other Services) provided arms and equipment to the 
RC via a half-hearted or less, trickle-down process.  The result has 
been, in many cases, insufficient or inadequate equipment with which to 
merely train, and never have the Guard and Reserve units had full TOE 
combat standard equipment.  The Regular Army has never seriously 
considered or satisfied total Army equipment requirements, has not 
learned how to quickly and efficiently redistribute equipment during 
partial mobilization, and has not integrated Guard and Reserve logistics 
systems with the Active Army systems. 

Third, mobilization of the RC has never been adequately planned* 
Mobilization planning has been generally nonexistent, and in the cases 
when some plans were prepared, they were based on grossly faulty 
assumptions. A result has been the conduct of mobilizations having the 
same errors, problems, and inefficiencies as previous mobilizations.  It 
is embarrassing at best and disgusting at worst to realize that the US 
Army must relearn the lessons from past mobilizations upon each new one. 
Mobilization planning is not intellectually demanding work.  It is 
time-consuming and requires a great deal of coordination, but it can be 
properly accomplished if the OSD and Service Secretariats demand it—and 
only if that demand is enforced.  Plans must provide for partial as well 
as full mobilizations. 

The regular arrangement, then, throughout US history has been:  (I) 
paramount reliance on the Guard and Reserves during wars and other 
emergencies; (2)  woefully insufficient provisions for the Guard and 
Reserves during peacetime; and (3)  manifestly inadequate mobilization 
planning. The amazing truth of history is the contradiction among these 
three arrangements. 

Readiness is the extent to which a nation's armed forces are prepared 
to go to war.  Placing a high reliance on the RC without providing them 
the necessary weapons and equipment, and without adequately planning the 
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conduce of a Cull or partUL mobilization, do not lead to the attainment 
of readiness«  What is equally true end elerming is thet what »eager 
equipment that has been provided the RC during peacetime has been 
withdrawn in large quantities in the three most recent mobilization» 
(Korean War, Berlin Crisis, and the Vietnam War).  These concluaions and 
interpretations, and others, are amplified as follows: 

U Purpose and Meaning of Mobilization. 

Mobilisation is both a military and political event of 
crucial importance.  The purpose and meaning of mobilization to the 
military can be expressed in one sentence:  the central concept of 
strategy is force, the central concept of force is manpower, and the 
central concept of manpower is mobilization.  Mobilization of the 
National Guard and Reserves increases the options and the capabi^fr*--•-  * 
the Defense Department in carrying out national military polic, ar.d 
directly affects the timing, size, and composition of deployments to a 
theater of war.  in addition, mobilization affects other potential 
theaters, as well as the strategic reserves. The decision to mobilize is 
vital to actu-'ii and potential military operations nnd capabilities, as 
well as to policy, strategy, and tactics. 

The other element of mobilization can be stated as a 
fundamental proposition: mobilization is an act of political will.  It 
makes commitment and determination reel and visible to friends and foes 
alike«  It is a conscious and visible demonstration of firm resolve to 
achieve political objectives over a recognized and acknowledged enemy or 
threat« 

As an unambiguous political statement, mobilization is 
immensely significant to the American people«  tt is not merely 
important—but critically so—in a democracy that tv > President refers 
questions of importance to the people for their consideration and 
consent« Especially in the matter of war, the American people demand the 
right of being informed and the opportunity to voice their opinion.  A 
President must know for what purpose and for how long his people are 
willing to support a war. 

The response to a mobilizjtion by the American public will 
be immediate.  It may even be gratifying to the decisionmakers, but, in 
any ev*nr, it will be illuminating and not oblique.  Mobilization, in 
Itsmlf, does not guarantee irrevocable public support—or public support 
at all; what it does is place the importance of the endeavor, at least as 
s*en by the President, in plain view to the American pe«pl-».  Neither 
dues mobilization guarantee that the enemy will shiver *.\d  quake, but it 
i^es guarantee that his attention will be gained by the demonstration of 
US -esolve.  Mobilization is thus important psychologically to both 
friend and foe alike. 

Mobilization is a symbol of commitment, and symbolism is 
often At  important as substance. Mobilization is also a substantive act, 
-inn* -nerefore is a political and military event having mituaily 
supportive purpose and meaning.  Since these two characteristics are 
cognate, it follows without amplification that nonmobilization for a war 
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is also of critical importance aid may be viewed as a disregard for 
military and political prudence. 

2«  Regular Army, Citizen-Soldiers and Citizens, 

The United States has never maintained, nor thought 
seriously o: maintaining during peacetime, a Regular Army of sufficient 
size to meet the needs ot -najcr war.  The United States has engaged in 
nine major wars, and extensive initial reliance has been placed on the 
Citizen-Soldiers in the first eight of them.  In addition, the 
Citizen-Soldier Army has been utilized in numerous minor wars and 
domestic disturbances throughout US history. 

Table 6 illustrates the initial reliance on the Citizen-Soldiers 
during eight of the nine major US wars (the Civil War is omitted due to 
its unique^ss).  The contribution of the Militia/National Guard and Army 
Reserve greatly exceeded that of the Regulars through World War II. 
However, the number of Regulars serving in the Korean War and  the Vietnam 
War was much higher than the number of Guardsmen and Reservists.  Two 
exp^nations account for th:s dramatic historical change:  (I)  the size 
of the peacetire Regular Army has substantially increased since its 
inception; and (2)  there was no full mobilization fot the last two wars. 

Table 6 also reveals another interesting historical fact: 
the contribution of the RC as a ratio of the total number serving in wars 
has decreased substantially from the first major war to the last one 
(except for the Korean War). Table 6 also illustrates that it has been 
increasingly necessary to augment the Regulars and the Citizen-Soldiers 
with draftees and volunteers to fight major wars.  This trend is 
particularly noteworthy when distinguishing between 19th century and 20th 
century wars. 

The most significant revelations of Table 6 to this study 
are:  (1)  the size of the mobilized RC during the Vietnam War was the 
smallest in US history» and (2)  the percent of the RC*s contribution to 
the total number serving in the Army during that war was also the 
smallest in US history. 

The history of the US Army during the past two centuries is 
•i history of two armies:  Regulars and Citizen-Soldiers, wheieas the 
history of the US Arrcy in the present century has been a history of three 
armies:  Regulars, Citizen-Soldiers, and citizens.  In modern times, the 
United States has not maintained either a Regular Army or a 
Citizen-Soldier Array of sufficient size to satisfy the manpower 
requirements of major wars. 
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TABU 6 

REGULAR Um AND CITIZEN-SOLDIER ARMY MOBILIZATION 
FOR MAJOR UM» AND THE BERl'N CRISIS 

Strength of Number of Mill- 
Regular tla/Natlonal Total Serving Percent of 
Army at Guard and In the Amy Regulars to Percent ot AC 
Beginning Army Reserve During the Total to Total 

Major wars of the War Mobilized War Serving Serving 
Revolutionary Hv* 0 250,000 250,000 0<*1 1001-) 
War of 1812 6,744 458,000 522.654 1.3 87.6 
Mexican War 7.365 73,53? 115.906 10.3 63.4 
Spanish-American Mar 28.183 170,954 274.817 10.3 62.2 
World War I 127,588 208.000 4.057.000 3.1 5.1 
¥or1d Mar II 187,893 

(Sep39) 
377,000 11,£60,000 1.7 3.3 

Korean War 591,487 382,900 2,834,000 20.9 13.5 
Berlin Crisis 859,000 119,622 - - * 
Vietnam War 970,000 22.786 -  :«*.ooo 22.2 0.5 

NOTE a:   Numbers Include the Continental 
serving who ««ere not fHlltla 

Army.   Statistics are unavailable that show the mater 

3*    War Powers and Mobilization. 
•        ) n    i •  i - •    - • 11 i 11 — i - -*—* 

The war-making powers of the President have bedeviled 
Presidents and Congresses (and a few judges) beginning with the 
Constitution.  Of the eight major wars since the Revolution, five were 
fought under a Congressional Declaration of War:  War of 1812, Mexican 
War, Spanish-American War, World War I, and World War It. There were no 
Congressional Declarations of War for the Civil War, Korean War, or 
Vietnam War. 

Throughout US history, Congress has enacted various laws 
authorizing mobilization and the terms and limits of that authority. The 
purpose of these laws has always been twofold:  to permit a mobilization 
in an emergency, but to simultaneously limit the quantity and duration of 
use (and earlier in history the deployment) of the Reserve forces that 
were mobilized* 

Congress has always had its eye on the varmaking powers of 
the President when enacting legislation that permitted mobilization of 
the Militia/Guard-Reserves.  In 1950, Congress passed the first 
legislation authorizing the President to call up the Guard and Reserves 
without specific congressional approval.  The legislative authority 
exercised by the President to call up the Militia/Guard and Reserves 
during each of the major wars and the Berlin Crisis wan as follows: 
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War of 1812 - Militia Act of 1792 and special 
legislation of January 1812. 

Mexican War - Militia Act of 1792 and special 
legislation of May 13, 1846. 

Civil War - Militia Act of 1792. 

Spanish-American War - Special legislation of April 22, 
1898. 

of May 18, 1917 
World War I - Special legislation (Selective Draft Law 

World War II - Special legislation (Joint Resolution of 
August 27, 1940; special legislation of August and December 1941). 

Korea - Presidential decision und^r the Selective 
Services Extension Act of 1950* No specific congressional approval. 

Berlin Crisis - Routine legislation (1967 DOD 
Appropriations Act). 

Vietnam War - Routine legislation (1967 DOD 
Appropriations Act). 

4. Grass Roots Sentiments. 

The National Guard and the Reserves provide a vital link to 
the grass roots sentiments of the American people by which defense 
establishment needs are harmonized with local sentiments, and community 
and state loyalties. Communities across the land have acquired political 
and economic stakes in both the National Guard and Army Reserve (and 
other Reserves), and to these substantial interests is added a high 
military stake in the National Guard in its state mission role.  The 
political, military, and economic vclues of the Guard and Reserve are 
beyond estimation. 

5. Internal Security. 

One of the three purposes of the US Army is to provide for 
the internal security of the United States—a function satisfied 
exclusively by the Militia during colonial and first ha? f of the 
constitutional period.  During the third quarter of US history, the 
internal security function was performed jointly by the Regulars and the 
Citizen-Soldiers.  The most significant realization, however, is that 
this function has been carried out nearly exclusively during the last 
quarter of US history by the Army National Guard. 

The State mission of the National Guard, to protect life and 
property, preserve peace, order, and public safety under State 
authorities, is a unique and vastly significant task. That the National 
Guard, a*one AS   a military force, performed the internal security 
function during the Vietnam War is an historical fact of grand dimension. 
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6. Preparation for Mobilization. 

Planning for partial or full mobilization of the Guard and 
Reserve has been manifestly inadequate in every mobilization in US 
history.  It is distressing co contemplate, and impossible to penetrate, 
the reason why mobilization planning has never achieved greatness or even 
sufficiency. Certainly it Is no*;, because of lack of capability, as the 
planning for great endeavors such as the extraordinary Normandy invasion 
in 1944, demonstrates. Nor can the reason be lack of time. Neither can 
the explanation be laid to lack of experience, since mobilizations have 
occurred for every majcr war (as well as other time*) and written records 
are available to be studied. 

7. Responsibility for Mobilization* 

The popular belief throughout UH history has been that the 
Reserve Components were alone responsible for tueir own mobilization. 
This perception has never been valid.  The true responsibilities for 
mobilization are shared by the Executive branch (including OSD and the 
Services)J the Legislative branch, and the Reserve Components.  The 
Reserves are not responsible for their shortage of equipment and 
supplies, housing and training facilities at mobilization sites, TCE 
structures, manning authorisation, mobilization plans, replacement 
systems, or war plans. The Reserve Components 're responsible for being 
AS i/ell-prcpared as possible for mobilization (including training in 
part, discipline, morale, and leadership) once Congress, the President, 
and DOD determine their existence and the extent of their provisions. 
The truth of history is that the Guard and Reserves have always responded 
to mobilization calls as they were manned, trained, equipped, and 
supplied. That is all they can do. 

8• M-Pay and D-Pay Concepts. 

The expression "M-Pay" (the d^y mobilization begins) 
embodies three fundamental assumptions that lave governed mobilization 
planning throughout US history. The first dogma associated with "M-Pay" 
is that a mobilization would occur in the event of a war or other 
national emergency. That is, that there would be an M-Day.  The second 
fundamental tenet has been that mobilization would be total—that all 
Militia/Guard and Reserves would be called to active duty.  The third 
basic preposition surrounding M-Day has been that M-Pay and D-Pay (the 
day war begins) would coincide, or nearly so. 

The VS  historical experience with M-Pay ha* been consistent 
with these mobilization assumptions only through WarlJ Vter I. The first 
^sumption (that nobilization would, of course, occur for a war) has been 
validated in all of the nine major wars except the last one, when 
mobilization worthy of the concept did not occur.  The other two 
assumptions (size of the mobilization and timing of the mobilization) 
have not been historically valid in the 20th century.  The following 
table illustrates these facts: 
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TABLE 7 

SIZE AND TIMING OF 7S MOBILISATIONS IN THE 20TH CENTURY 

Event 

Mexican Horde 
World War   I 
World War  II 
Korean War 
Berlin Crisib 
Vietnam War 

Size of Mobilization _( Army) 

NT3-ir Full 
Full 
Full 
Partial 
Partial 
Partial 

Tiuing of Mobilizati'm 

M * D+39 Berth* 
M • D+4 OiOtitn« 
R  s  D-15 months 
M Ä D+2 months 
There was  no D-Day 
M - D+38 months 

Frew  Taole   7,    itr   is   cleat   that   a   full   mobilization   lias 
occurred only twice  this centurv.    The major  teseon  t-i  be   'earned   is   that 
an   assumption   of   a    fcul i   mobi1ization   occurring   on   M-Day    i s   not 
nccessar? ly   valid,    and,    therefore;    mobilization   planning   nuüt    also 
iriclüde  a contingency  fct  partial mobilization.     The   table  also disproves 
tP*   assumed   relationship   between   M-Day   and   D-Day.      That    is,    the 
histor;cal  experience  suggests  thai   mobilisation  plr.nners  may   net   assume 
that M-t'ay equals D-Day,   nor  chat one  always occurs before  the ot'ier. 

An   articl-i  of   ia*th  has   oeen  that   mobilization   bhould   and 
would   comae ^ce   fortnwith   in   the   event   of   war.     The   very   expression 
M*»'i'..'-te Men."  which  is   revereJ   in t!S history,   illustrates   thit   at   the 
first    notnent    Gf    no6f.il it iea     Citizen-Soliiers     would     mobilize. 
Mobilization occurred well  in  advance  of World War  II.     Mobilization  for 
the Korean War was ordered  as  soon as  it wan  realized  that  the  Regulars 
coula   not    field   sufficient    forces.      The   Berlin   Crisis   nobilization 
occurred even though  t lere were no hostilities.     Mobilization   for  Vietnam 
occurred   tnree   years   after   the   groan 1  war   had   begun.      A   fundaraental 
military   tenet   that   has   boon   obviously   and   universally   admitted   has 
called  for a mobilization  inrncjdiately upon hostilities,   and   in  sufficient 
size   to  meet   the   threat.     Military mobilization  tanets   have   not  always 
coincide«-  with  their  political   counterparts.     The   1968  mobilization   for 
the Vietnam War occurred  too  late and was too small. 

9.     Limited and unlimited 'Jars. 

Of the nine  major  US warn,   ovei   half were   limited wars   'War 
oi   IÖ12,  Mexican War,   Spaniih-Arac'can War,   Korean War,   and  Vietnam War), 
tacee were  unlimited,   large  conflicts   (Civil War,  World War  I,   and World 
If4»   II),   and  one   was   a   comoination   of   both   (Revolutionary   Wat ).     The 
limited  wars wrt   limited   in   thz   size  of   the  military   forces   employed, 

vie   terr  tjry   involved,   and   the   objectives.     The   lawlitt t.inary   *'ar   w.."» 
..(.limited   in   its   objectives   (independence   from  British   **ule) ,   but   was 
limited   in term« of the military   force employed. 

Ihe  inception of  unliml-ed wars,   which  were   .'ought   b     mass 
armies and  involved conflicts of whole nations,   has  not  meant  the  and of 
limited wars,   as  the Korean War  and  Viet run War  have  demonstrated.     Both 
I'TIIIM   and   uMiiiit*d   wars    fiutd    the   Berlin   Crisis)    have    required 
•nobilization   -»f the Reserve Components. 
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W«  Length of Service and L. tat ion. 

The statutory restrictions on length of service of mobilized 
troops have been the basin for much criticism and consternation 
throughout US history.  iM old and discredited practice of short terms 
of enlistment, which began during the Revolutionary War, came back, into 
the Army personnel system in the Korean War under the name of rotation. 
During the Korean War, to maintain only 20 divisions («rich a strength ot 
about 16,000 each), the Army raised almost 3 million men.  A rotation 
system was also adopted for the Vietnam War, during which 4 1/3 million 
personnel served on active dut; in the Army to maintain 19 Active 
divisions, with a peak Army strength of 365,600 in Vietnam. 

It matters little, if at all, to field commanders and 
replacement planners whether individual soldiers are removed from a unit 
due to an expiring enlistment or because of rotation—tne eflact is the 
same. The great defect of a rotation system is its degradation of unit 
cohesion by constantly shuttling manpower in and out of -inits. 

11. Who Shall Serve? 

During the Korean War, the military manpower supply 
capability greatly exceeded demands, resulting in a load hue and cry 
about who should serve.  All this had happened before in the United 
States. The US experience with this issue began during the Revolutionary 
War, and recurred during the War of 1812, the Mexican War, and the Civil 
War, and would certainly have arisen in the Spanish-American War had it 
lasted 3 months or more.  This issue also occurred during the Vietnam 
War, when the major source of manpower was through a draft and when the 
National Guard and Reserves were not used on active duty during the first 
3 years of the war, and only slightly thereafter.  The issue has never 
been resolved, and will recur any time when there is conscription 
unaccompanied by mobilization of the Guard and Reserves. 

12. Where to Use the Mobilized RC. 

The question of where to use mobilized Militia/Guard forces 
has been an issue throughout much of US history, although two separate 
reasons account for the controversy. The US Constitution stipulates only 
three purposes for calling forth the militia:  (1)  to execute the laws 
of the Union; (2)  to suppress insurrection; and (3)  to repel invasion. 
The Constitution therefore  restricts  the  use  of mobilized 
Militia/National Guard to the land mass of the United States and does not 
permit deployment elsewhere.  This restriction was not legally resolved 
until passage of the National Defense Act of 1916, which made the 
National Guard—when in Federal service—a part of the Army of the United 
States. The Militia was used outside the United States prior to 1916 by 
the simple expedient of mobilizing its members as individual volunteers. 

The question of where to use mobilized National Guard and 
Reserves arose later in US history during the Korean War, the Berlin 
Crisis, and the Vietnam War.  In those instances, the controversy was 
caused by policy, rather than being a Constitutional matter.  During the 
Korean War, half of the eight divisions mobilized were retained in the 
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United States, and only two divisions were deployed to the theater of 
War. During the Berlin Crisis, none of the mobilized ARNG and USAR units 
were deployed overseas.  Of the 76 ARNG and USAR units mobilized in 1968 
during the Vietnam War, only 43 were deployed to the war zone. 

Member^ of the Guard and Reserve expect to be used in the 
event of war, and this expectation does not mean sitting at some post in 
CONUS.  This expectation is shared by the America.» public as well.  There 
will always be a controversy and considerable dissatisfaction when 
mobilized Guard and Reserve units are not deployed to the war zone. 

13.  Unit Integrity. 

The question of how to use mobilized units of the Guard and 
Reserve has historically teen an issue and became controversial again 
faring the Korean War and the Vietnam War.  Unit history and unit 
integrity *re matters of great pride and intense concern within the 
National Gu-ird and Reserves, and these views are widely shared within 
communities and states.  Mobilized units were routinely and deliberately 
broken up during the last two wars, and their members were used as 
fillers and individual replacements, which led to considerable and 
widespread dissatisfaction. 

The National Guard has been built on the basis of units, 
beginning with the initial militia system*  Training, equipment, 
organization, tactics, and readiness are all based on cohesion of units. 
Mobilization plans are, and have been, based on the availability and use 
of Guard and Reserve units (and Reserve IRR).  The Total Force Policy is 
based on the certainty that the size of the Regulars will be insufficient 
to wage war and that units of the Ready Reserve must be mobilized. 

Anxiety within the Guard and Reserve that unit integrity 
will agair be violated in the next mobilization continues.  Use of the RC 
units as some sort of individual recruiting preserve is neither proper 
nor wise. 

14.  Reorganizations. 

The structure, size, and location of the National Guard and 
Reserves have never been static, and should not be so.  It is important 
to realize, however, that reorganizations within the RC h.iv» a price. 
When existing units are eliminated or changed to a different TOE series, 
or when new units are created, there has always been and will always be 
an adverse effect on manning, equipping, and training the force 
affected.  The chm^es  in MDSs,  grade authorizations,  branch 
qualifications, new equipment, different equipment! missions, doctrine, 
and tactics all take time to implement and time for the unit» to achieve 
readiness. 

The major reorganizations of the Army Guard and Army Reserve 
starting in 1962 and ending in 1968 impacted unfavorably on the 
mobilization of 1968.  Units that had recently undergone reorganizations 
were eligible only as a last resort for mobilization, regardless of the 

requirements submitted by the field commander or the requirements to 
reconstitute the STRAF« 
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Since reorganizations are inevitable to accommodate changing 
strategy, technology, and total force requirements, the best that can be 
hoped for is the minimum of reorganizations.  One might also hope that 
mobilization of recently reorganized units will not be necessary.  The 
largest contribution of the US Army in this regard is to properly and 
thoroughly determine the wisest total force structure and composition so 
that frequent and numerous reorganizations are not necessary. 

15. Nonmobilization During jJSSZ&I« 

Mobilization of the National Guard and Reserves was a major 
topic of consideration during the 3 years following commitment of ground 
combat forces in Vietnam (1965-67)• Mobilization was strongly favored 
and recommended by the Secretary of Defense, the Services, and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, many members of Congress, and others. President Johnson 
refused during that time to declare a national emergency, to seek 
congressional legislation for a mobilization, and to mobilise the Reserve 
Components. 

Nonmobilization in 1965, 1966, and 1967 demonstrated a lack 
of political will.  It also failed to satisfy the military meaning and 
requirement of mobilisation*  US military history had deconstrated that 
in the event of war or national emergency, a mobilization of the 
Militia/National Guard and Reserves would occur.  Every major US war, as 
well as minor wars, domestic disturbances, and the Berlin Crisis, had 
witnessed a full or substantial mobilization.  Mobilization was, in 1965 
and in all prior years, an article of doctrine and of faith. 

Had a mobilization been ordered as ground combat forces were 
being deployed to Vietnam, the American people would have known that the 
future in South Vietnam depended upon a decision of arms« The impact of 
this message might have altered the course of the war.  The political 
authorities, however, took every step in building the military ground 
forces in Vietnam with reluctance and trepidation, which led inevitably 
to reluctance by the American people to support the war. When the public 
realized the true course of the war, they suffered inordinate 
disillusionment with it and with the President who had deceived them. 

The American military involvement in Vietnam placed a 
grearer demand upon the Army than had the Korean War or the Berlin 
Crisis.  Yet* as the war in Vietnam grow lir^er, the Guard and Reserves 
were not mobilized, resulting in a depletion of the Army's reserve in 
CCMUS.  A greater issue lay in the very structure of the Army of the 
19c.0's, which depended upon the Army Guard and Army Reserve in any 
operation AS   large as Vietnam.  The Regular Army was not organized to 
.: induct a war without mobilization of the Reserves, but did so at the 
yri.ee of significantly reducing its forces deployed elsewhere, as well as 
reducing its strategic reserve. 

When the Army (and other Services) had to adopt Johnson's 
alternate strategy of war without all-out effort, mental doubt of the 
strategy became p»rvasive.  Having deprived the Amy of a doctrine of 
mobilization, it was forced to wage a war with a manpower acquisition 
policy it did not believe in and which was difficult to accomplish.  The 
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first objective in war is a quick victory over the enemy, and the 
protracted campaign in Vietnam and nonoobilisation were flagrant 
violations of basic military and political strategy« 

16.  19,63 Hobiliza,tion for the Vietnam.War. 

The enemy's TET Offensive begaa en 31 January 1966.  General 
Westmoreland romally requested emergency reinforcements on 12 February. 
The JCS again recommended a mobilization, but Secretary McNaraara was by 
thnn opposed to it.  On 12 February, the Pr<»üic>nt approved 
reinforcements bat rejected mobilization. 

On .19 February, Secretary of Defense Vleslgaate Clifford 
(sworn in as Secretary on l March) began, at the order of the President, 
a complete reey.imir.aticn of US strategy in Vietnam which becane known as 
the "A to Z" reassessment.  On 4 March, the President was presented with 
the "A to Z" reassessment) which contained a racomrnendation to mobilize 
?62,000 Guard-»men and Reservists for the war. 

On li March, tba President made eh* d^oisioa, in conjunction 
with a decision to deploy 30,COO additional men to Vietnam, to h?ve a 
mobilization, b'..j the specific si*e of the rjobiii/td force was not then 
decided.  OSD r-e^n planning on 14 March for e callup of 96,000 
personnel, of which 43,500 were to be deployed to Vietnam. 

On 2H March, the President made the decision that 
mobilisation would be limited to about 24,500 personnel.  On 2 April, the 
final troop list submitted by the Army to the JCS totaled 54,000.  Two 
days later, the Secretary of Defenae decreed that 34,000 was too high 
because of cost.  The Executive C-der for the mobilization did not 
specify the fiize of the mobilization. The Secretary of Defense announced 
at a news conference on )1 April that the call to active duty would be 
for approximately 24,500 men in some 88 units and an additional 3,600 
number« of.  tae IRR. 

It is ironic that after all the debate -.nd arguments about 
tue need for a mobilization, all the planning and cons'deration about the 
rir.2 and composition of the irobilized force, despite t>-e requirements for 
forces tc be deployed and to reconstitute the strategic reserve, and 
regardless oi   the money spent on the war over the past 3 years, that in 
the end the size of the ^obilizi'd for^^s was decided by finane*'H and 
political considerations and not operational requirement»• 

The 1968 mobilisation for thu ?ia£nao War was based on legal 
authority contained in the 1%7 DOD Appropriations fot. The mobilization 
Drder was datea It April, directing the callup to Dc-ur on 13 May (M-0a>). 

Seventy-six ARHG and USAR units WTC mobilized. with an 
-.ctual strength of 20,034 entering active duty.  in addition  2,753 
monitors o* the IRR were called up. There were two objectives of the 13 
May 19o8 mobilization:  (1)  to provide troops for actual deployment to 
Vi^tnao., anJ (2;  Lo provide troops to baud up the strategic reserves In 
CONUS.  Forty-tnree units were deployed to Vietnam ind 33 units were 

rondjployrd. 
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Unit Selection.  Selection of the 76 ARNO «ad USAR «ait» to bo 
mobilized vac mod« by the Assistant Cbiaf of Staff for Force Development 
ia frantic consultation with the Chief, National Guard Bureau and Chief, 
Army Reserve. No other Army staff, major Army comasads, or states ware 
involved in the unit selection determination« 

Although 74 of the 76 needed types of units were existing in tb« SRF 
in 1968 or had recently been in the SRF, only 59 units were selected from 
the SRF category for mobilisation.  Thus, the primary criterion of 
highest operational readiness was applied to only 66 percent of the unit 
selection.  Other criteria which dominated selection were geographic 
distribution (34 states provided units), proportionate contribution by 
the ARNC and USAR (63 percent and 32 percent respectively), and the civil 
disturbance threat (no state was denuded of its ARIIG). 

Individual Ready Reserve. Because the 1968 mobilisation of units was 
very small,-only 3,069 enlisted IRR fillers were required. From a total 
IRR paper strength of 680,000, only 4,132 of its members were eligible 
for cailup because of legal restrictions.  The number of IRR personnel 
actually mobilized was 2,752, which was less than one-half of one percent 
(.4 percent) of the IRR. 

Personnel. Policies,.  HQDA attempted from the onset to manage 
mobilised personnel (unit members and nonunit members) in the same manner 
and under the same regulations as Active Army personnel. It didn't work 
well. Personnel actions and problems associated with the 1966 partial 
mobilization for Vietnam had occurred with every mobilization in US 
history, and included the following: 

• Reassignment of personnel in and out of noodeploying and 
deploying units; 

• Reassignment of excess unit personnel; 

. Promotion of officers and enlisted members; 

• Relief from active duty; 

. Delays; 

. Exemptions; 

• Family members in the same unit; 

• Authorization for top six enlisted grades and general officers; 

• Deferments; 

• Reassignment of unit members as fillers; 

• Voluntary and involuntary separation; 

• Movement of dependents, transportation, and household goods; 
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• ~«ave authorizations, status, and entidements; 

• Terms of service—periods of active duty; 

• Proficiency pay eligibility; 

. Medical examinations; 

• Selection of IRR enlisted and officer personnel; 

• Personnel cutoff dates; 

. Policies for professional complement* to active duty; 

. Personnel accounting! reporting and control; 

• Detemination of accurate officer and enlisted personnel 
requirements; and, 

• Delegation of authority for various personnel actions« 

Stationing Plan«.  As was the case with mobilization planning in 
general, the preparation of stationing plans did not begin until 25 
January 1968.  Considerable difficulty was encountered in developing 
stationing plans because of the many changes to the troop lists (type and 
number of units) during the mobilization planning period of 25 January-10 
April 1968.  Developing stationing plans was difficult also because the 
planners did not know what units would be mobilized, when the 
•mobilizations would occur, what Active Army deployments would be made, or 
the length of time between alert and movement to mobilization stations* 

Equipment Planning and Distribution.  Determining the Army's 
capability to equip mobilized AkNG and USAR units was impossible during 
the mobilization planning period.  In addition to similar problems as 
encountered by those attempting to develop stationing plans, the DA staff 
did not know the true equipment status of the units that were on the 
final list to be mobilized*  Following M-Day (13 May 1968), there were 
major problems in equipment status reporting, distribution and 
redistribution. A consistent feature cf every mobilization in US history 
has been a requirement to provide equipment for the mobilized units. 

Training.  Unit training at mobilization stations was adversely 
affected by the large number of personnel v«o were not branch or 
MOS-qualified, by understrength units, by equipment shortages, and by the 
issuance of equipment not previously used by the ARNG and USAR.  The 
major reorganization of the RC immediately before the mobilization 
degraded readiness, as had the inclusion of civil disturbance training in 
the Guard's inactive duty training program.  The requirement to conduct 
individual training as well as unit training to overcome these problems 
resulted in an extension of the postmobilization training beyond that 
prescribed in the Army Training Program for 58 of the 76 mobilized units. 

That mobilized units had to undergo a complete unit training program 
in 1968 to achieve deployability readiness was no different from the 
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experience o£ earlier mobilizations.  Whenever mobilized unit« have a 
readiness condition of C-4 in equipment (which all had in 1966), a 
postmobilizrtior. training program will be required«  Whenever the units 
are less than C-l, or perhaps C-2, in personnel (which all were in 1968), 
a postüobilisation training program will be necessary«  Even if mobilized 
uni ts were C-l in nrch personnel and equipment* the question of 
operational readiness from a purely trlining perspective would arise. 
The historical experience with mobilizations demands the realization that 
postmobilization training will be mandatory, and that it will take 
several weeks at least to achieve operational readiness.  Peacetime 
training and the peacetime equipment status of the Army National Guard 
and Army Reserve have never been sufficient fcr the immediate deployment 
and employment of *rm/ RC units. 

Public Inquiries.  The mobilization of Reserve Components, however 
large or small the callup, is never a routine matter*  In addition to 
strategic considerations and purely military events and activities in 
conducting the mobilization, there wili always be political and public 
affair* implications—particularly with partial mobilizations.  the 
media. Congress« and the public will direct a barrage of inquiries *.o the 
Whit*. House and the Pentagon.  There will initially be considerable 
excitement and attention to the topic, and if DOD is properl? prepared 
for the inquiries, the public attention may soon wane.  Of the many 
Sjoa**i03* about the mobilizations, the most important one to be prepared 
to answer is "why."  Subsequently, the immediate question will be: 
"Where are the mobilized troops now and what are they doing?" Three 
months after the January 1968 mobilization, the media reported that the 
mobilized Reservists were "just waiting around," which was partly true« 
The same can be said of the May 1968 mobilization.  The charge of 
unsuitable use of mobilized reserves will always occur when the mobilized 
units are not deployed and when unit integrity is violated« 

Cemobi 1 ization.  The 76 units mobilized on 13 May 1968 served on 
active duty between 14 and 19 months«  During the first half of this 
tine, many unit personnel were assigned to other units as fillers, 
resulting in members being scattered all over the world.  During the last 
half of the period, the Army attempted to plan and execute a system to 
reestablish unit integrity in order to demobilize the units. 

Demobilisation of units was accomplished by 12 December 1969, after 
w»-ich tfsjt one unit was eliminated from the structure and thr^e were 
-ccpi-inized.  The Army's demobilization was characterized by poor 
planning, indfiicie.icy, disinterest, terrible policy, poor execution, and 
ill-timing.  Nearly everything about the demobilization was cause for 
complaint» 01 the numerous problems, the most serious was the loss of 
irit integrity. The strong feeling was widespread within the Guard and 
Rcerve that a breach of good faith had been :oramitted by the Army. 

17. Major Lessons From the Vietnam War. 

Thirty-eight months after the ground war began for the 
UniteJ States in South Vietnam, Preside \t   Johnson made the belated 
decision to mobilize a small portion of the National Guard and Reserves, 
Never before in UJ history had a President refused to utilize in a major 
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war the military force of the Reserve Components whose very purpose was 
for such military and political utility*  And. never before had a 
mobilisation for a major war been of such tiny magnitude.  The 13 Hay 
1968 mobilization for the Vietnam War occurred far too late to be of any 
political significancei and was far too small to be of any military 
significance. 

The President had rejected the advice to conduct a 
mobilization for 3 years—advice virtually unanimous from all military 
and political advisors.  This then is the first conclusion regarding 
mobilization for the Vietnam War. Tk+   nonmobilization decisions were 
grevious errors—from both a political and a military viewpoint; and the 
mobilization decision of 1968 was a perfect example of "too little-too 
late." 

The second  major conclusion is squarely focused on the 
Department of Defense, and specifically for purposes of this study, on 
the Department of the Army. The mobilization itself, once ordered by the 
Commander in Chief, was conducted by OSD and HQDA in a manner of gross 
ineptitude:  the preparation for a mobilization was impudently 
unsuitable; the conduct of the mobilization was contemptuous; the 
utilization of the mobilized Guard and Reserve was a tragedy; the 
demobilization was a comedy of errors«  Once mobilized, countless 
problems were self-inflicted by the Regular Army—as has been true 
throughout US history. 
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